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ABSTRACT
MODERATING FACTORS BETWEEN SELF-EFFICACY AND
ROLE STRESSORS FOR HIGH SCHOOL COUNSELORS

Nathan Gene Underwood, Ed.D.
Department of Counseling, Adult and Higher Education
Northern Illinois University 2015
Charlie Myers, Director

The purpose of this study was to examine potential moderators of high school counselors’
self-efficacy and role stress. The study provides an overview of the sources of school counselor
role stressors, the history of school counseling, self-efficacy, and the Indivisible Self wellness
model. Quantitative data was collected on 141 high school counselors who completed a
demographic survey, the School Counselor Self-efficacy Scale (SCSE), the 5F-Wel, and the Role
Questionnaire (RQ). The RQ measures three role stressors: role ambiguity, role conflict, and role
incongruity. Research question one measured the general regression model with each of the role
stressors placed as the outcome variable. Research questions two, three, four, and five looked for
potential moderators (wellness, Years in Profession (YIP), gender, and school setting) of the
school counselor self-efficacy and role stressor relationships. Several significant moderators
were found. Wellness enhanced the effects of self-efficacy to lower role ambiguity, ΔR2 = .02,
ΔF (6, 134) = 5.349, p = .022. After 6.28 years YIP significantly enhanced the negative
relationship between self-efficacy and role ambiguity, ΔR2 = .03, ΔF (6,134) = 6.27, p = .014.
After 11.41 years YIP enhanced the positive relationship between self-efficacy and role conflict.
Although the school setting subsamples were small, suburban school setting demonstrated a
significant difference in slope from rural settings. Suburban school settings role ambiguity scores
remained unchanged across all levels of self-efficacy, but rural school settings role ambiguity
scores were more strongly negatively as self-efficacy increased.
Implications could lead to an increased emphasis for school counselor wellness and selfefficacy development. This may be particularly important in the early years in the school
counseling profession.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Wellness is a multifaceted ubiquitous construct rooted in the counseling paradigm
(Myers, 1992; Myers & Sweeney, 2008; Roscoe, 2009; Street, 1994; Witmer & Sweeney, 1992).
Wellness is a foundational component of the counseling profession (Myers, 1992) and has helped
separate counseling from other helping professions that emphasize a deficit-based medical model
(Myers, Sweeney, & Witmer, 2000). Wellness has existed in the counseling literature since the
early years of Adler, Jung, Maslow, and Rogers (Hattie, Myers, & Sweeney, 2004; Street, 1994;
Witmer & Sweeney, 1992) and is synonymous with constructs such as: self-actualization,
wholeness, well-being, health, and optimal functioning. Most wellness models encompass a
range of global human conditions. Roscoe’s comprehensive review of the wellness literature
showed five main components of self are common within the most established wellness models:
emotional, intellectual, physical, social, and spiritual. Most wellness researchers agree that
wellness exits on a continuum and synergy exists between the components (Roscoe, 2009). This
synergy allows for counseling to emphasis individuals’ strengths to improve wellness in other
areas (Myers & Sweeney, 2008).
Research has shown that counselors who are practicing wellness are more likely to be
effective in promoting wellness in clients (Witmer & Young, 1996) and counselors not well are
likely to be less effective (Lawson, Venart, Hazler, & Kottler, 2007). Much of the wellness
literature examines the negative impact of occupational stress, burnout, case overload on
wellness (Bryant & Constantine, 2006; Martin, 2012; Puig et al., 2012) or the influence of poor
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wellness on counselor performance (Lawson, 2007). Others have examined wellness as a
preventative measure from negative psychological constructs or to promote positive
psychological states (Briggs, Akos, Czyszczon, & Eldridge, 2011; Cummins, Massey, & Jones,
2007; Curry & Bickmore, 2012; Lawson, Venart, Hazler, & Kottler, 2007; Myers, Willse, &
Villalba, 2011; Rayle, 2006; Sadler-Gerhardt & Stevenson, 2011; Witmer & Young, 1996).
Counselors are often poor followers of their own wellness philosophies (Cummins et al.,
2007; Witmer & Young, 1996). The need for such wellness benefits are no less true for school
counselors who find themselves under great pressure to meet the multiple demands of students;
and the concerns of parents, teachers, and administrators (Barnett, 2010; Clark & Amatea, 2004;
Natividad, 2010; Perkins, Oescher, & Ballard, 2010). The American Counseling Association
created a task force to address counselor wellness and state it is unethical for counselors to
practice while impaired or to allow impaired colleagues to practice (Puig et al., 2012). This study
examined the effect of wellness, and several other moderators, on the relationship between selfefficacy and role stress of high school counselors.
Definition of Terms
To aid the reader the main constructs of this study are described. Role stressors are the
outcome variables. Self-efficacy is the predictor variable. Wellness and years in profession (YIP)
are moderator variables. The following are definitions of these key terms.
Role Stressors
In a study of high school counselors, Coll and Freeman (1997) defined school counselor
role stress as an amalgam of three sub-constructs: role conflict, role ambiguity, and role
incongruence. Stakeholders have varying expectations of school counselors, some of which
conflict with the expectations of school counselors or other stakeholders. These varying
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expectations result in role conflict. Role ambiguity occurs when the responsibilities and duties
are not articulated from the various stakeholders to the school counselor, so expectations and
responsibilities are unclear. Role incongruence results from school counselors being asked to
perform duties beyond their training or resources.
Wellness
Wellness is more than the absence of illness. Myers, Sweeney, & Witmer (2000) defined
wellness as:
A way of life oriented towards optimal health and well-being in which body,
mind, and spirit are integrated by the individual to live life more fully within the
human and natural community. Ideally, it is the optimum state of health and wellbeing that each individual is capable of achieving. (p. 252)
Constructs such as burnout, compassion fatigue, exhaustion, and impairment are
inversely associated with wellness. Constructs such as job satisfaction, human functioning,
health, self-esteem, and resiliency have a positive association with wellness.
Self-efficacy
Self-efficacy is rooted in Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory of human
development. Perceived self-efficacy is the individuals’ beliefs about their ability to perform
tasks under given circumstances. This belief in one’s abilities shapes the choice of tasks, the
level of exertion, perseverance, self-thoughts, stress, anxiety experienced, and feelings of
accomplishments. One’s sense of self-efficacy can serve to either narrow or expand willingness
to accept new challenges and experiences.
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Years in Profession (YIP)
Self-efficacy development is enhanced or diminished by experiences. Self-efficacy
changes as experiences accumulate over time. As school counselors work in the profession, their
self-efficacy changes (Bandura, 1982).
Moderation (Interaction) Analysis
In a moderation analysis, the relationship between two variables (X, Y) is influenced by a
third variable (Z). The moderating variable changes the size or direction of the X on Y
relationship. The moderating variable can be categorical or continuous variables (Hayes, 2013).
Statement of the Problem
Since school counseling’s beginnings in the early 20th century, the profession has
struggled to agree upon a unified definition of school counseling (Aubrey, 1982; Gysbers &
Henderson, 2001a; Lambie & Williamson, 2004). The profession was and continues to be
inundated by multiple competing forces from within education, current social issues, and related
professions. These forces have simultaneously influenced the role and expectations of school
counselors (Aubrey, 1982; Gysbers & Henderson, 2001a; Perkins et al., 2010) and each has
pushed to assert their own agenda and philosophies.
Even after the successful efforts taken by the American School Counselor Association
(ASCA) to establish standards and to define the role of school counselors (ASCA, 2012;
Campbell & Dahir, 1997), the actual duties and expectations of school counselors often conflict,
are incongruent, or remain ambiguous from ASCA recommendations, counselor training, and
preferred duties (Cervoni & DeLucia-Waack, 2011; Scarborough & Culbreth, 2008). Instead, the
duties of the school counselor are at the discretion of various influences (Brott & Myers, 1999).
Often these competing influences create a dissonance between counselors’ expectations and the
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real-world work expectations. This dissonance contributes to role stress for many school
counselors (Culbreth, Scarborough, Banks-Johnson, & Solomon, 2005; Falls & Nichter, 2007).
School counselors prefer to spend time on practices aligned with ASCA Comprehensive
Developmental School Counseling (CDSC) programs (Scarborough & Culbreth, 2008), and
show greater job satisfaction when this occurs (Baggerly & Osborn, 2006). This preference is not
the reality for school counselors, as they often spend time on ambiguous, conflicting, and
incongruent duties.
Administrators often call on school counselors to assist with duties outside of their
training, professional identity, preference, or experience (Falls & Nichter, 2007; Webb-Rea,
2012). The range and diversity of these duties have grown more expansive (Cervoni & DeLuciaWaack, 2011; Chandler, Burnham, & Dahir, 2008). These mixed messages, unclear expectations,
and inappropriate duties, placed on the school counselors result in role stress and can affect
career commitment (Baggerly & Osborn, 2006), burnout (Bardhoshi, 2012; Bozgeyikli, 2012;
Moyer, 2011), self-efficacy (Sutton & Fall, 1995), and career satisfaction (Baggerly & Osborn,
2006; Cervoni & DeLucia-Waack, 2011; Pyne, 2011). These factors result in discouraged, less
committed, impaired school counselors, while others may leave the profession (Baggerly &
Osborn, 2006).
Although ASCA (2012) has defined school counseling, this has not unified the actual
duties. Incongruence remains among the professional organizations, training programs,
principals, and other stakeholders (Burnham & Jackson, 2000). Until these sources of influence
and school counselors’ expectations are aligned, many school counselors will continue to
experience role stress. School counselors who are less able to cope with stress and practice
wellness are more in danger of experiencing burnout, becoming impaired, or leaving the
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profession altogether (Baggerly & Osborn, 2006). Therefore, self-care and wellness of school
counselors should be a concern of counselor education programs, school administrators, schools
counselors, and those served.
Purpose of the Study
This study will build upon the existing literature regarding school counselors’ wellness,
self-efficacy, and role stress. This study explored the relationship between the multiple
dimensions of role stress (role conflict, role ambiguity, and role incongruence) and high school
counselors’ self-efficacy. Several variables are explored as potential moderating factors of this
relationship such as: wellness, years in profession, gender, and school setting. A better
understanding of these relationships may lead to ways to increase school counselor retention, job
satisfaction, and performance.
Research Questions
The following questions are addressed in this study:
1. What is the relationship between high school counselor self-efficacy and the multiple
dimensions of role stress: conflict, ambiguity, incongruity, wellness, and years in
profession?
2. To what extent does wellness moderate the relationship between school counselor
self-efficacy (predictor variable) and the role stress dimensions (dependent variable)?
3. To what extent does YIP moderate the relationship between school counselor selfefficacy (predictor variable) and the role stress dimensions (dependent variable)?
4. To what extent does gender moderate the relationship between school counselor selfefficacy (predictor variable) and the role stress dimensions (dependent variable)?
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5. To what extent does school setting moderate the relationship between school
counselor self-efficacy (predictor variable) and the role stress dimensions (dependent
variable)?
Significance of the Current Study
Individuals’ self-efficacy influences how obstacles are interpreted and influence the
perceived stress of situations. High levels of self-efficacy help one to interpret stressors as less
challenging, however low levels of self-efficacy may increase the level of perceived stress.
Managed stressors can build our self-efficacy and prepare us for even bigger challenges
(Bandura, 1977, 1994, 1997). In the school counseling workplace, self-efficacy development
often encounters the role stressors of mixed messages, ambiguous responsibilities, and duties
incongruent with expectations. School counselors’ self-efficacious beliefs may be a key to
understanding how to prepare new counselors for these work conditions and to help counselors
in the profession increase job satisfaction and career longevity.
This complex relationship may be better understood by examining the influence of
moderating factors such as wellness, years in profession, gender, and school setting. Wellness, as
measured in this study, is a construct with many sub-constructs within the individuals’ capacity
to manipulate. If wellness is a moderator of the self-efficacy and role stressors relationship, the
controllability of wellness may lead to an understanding of how to enhance self-efficacy to
diminish the role stressors common for high school counselors. Years in profession, gender, and
school setting are less able to be manipulated, but may improve understanding of the selfefficacy and role stressors relationship if they are moderators.
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Summary
Schools are constantly adjusting to internal and external changes. New demands are
forced onto schools through funding problems, increases in state and federal requirements,
mandatory testing, changing student body, and internal school changes (Amatea & Clark, 2005).
School counseling related or not, some of these demands find their way onto school counselors’
workloads. In part, this ongoing expansion of duties is because the school counselors’ identity is
plagued by role confusion, which makes it easier for new duties to assimilate into their roles
(Aubrey, 1982; Burnham & Jackson, 2000; Schmidt, Weaver, & Aldredge, 2001). Self-efficacy
helps individuals’ manage workplace stressors and moderators such as wellness, gender, years in
profession, and school setting may influence this relationship.

CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
In this chapter, I will provide brief histories of the guidance and counseling movements
that fused into current school counseling. When the role of current school counseling is
superimposed upon the historical context of these two philosophies, it becomes clear how
guidance and counseling movements contributed to current role stress issues in school
counseling. I will discuss the current sources of role stress, and examine the literature related to
school counselor role stressors, self-efficacy, and wellness.
Historic Role Stressors of School Counseling
Despite repeated attempts to define the role of school schooling, actual workplace roles
remain ambiguous, situational, and incongruent to practicing school counselors (Coll &
Freeman, 1997; Culbreth et al., 2005). If school counselors’ roles do not match expectations,
counselors are more likely to perceive higher levels of role stress (Culbreth et al., 2005). This
lack of clarity is embedded in the origins of school counseling. In Aubrey’s (1982) article, A
House Divided: Guidance and Counseling in 20th-Century America, the unique lineages of
guidance and counseling are discussed as contributors to the state of role stress in school
counseling.
The sources of conflict within the guidance and counseling movement have
emanated primarily from either practitioners themselves or their fellow educators
in the fields of teaching and school administration. These basic disagreements
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about the professional purpose of the field have been evident within the guidance
and counseling profession since the early founding of vocational guidance by
Frank Parsons. (Aubrey, 1982)
Vocational Guidance and Educational Guidance
Frank Parsons was the “Father of Guidance” and established vocational specialists to aid
young people’s transition from education to work. During his early years, Parsons worked with
at-risk youth outside the school setting. Eventually vocational education worked its way into the
school systems (ASCA, 2005). For the first two decades of the 20th century, besides teaching
workloads, a list of vocational guidance duties were given to teachers without formal training
(Gysbers & Henderson, 2001b). Myers (1924) wrote these words describing early school
counseling.
Another tendency dangerous to the cause of vocational guidance is the tendency to load
the vocational counselor with so many duties foreign to the office that little real
counseling can be done. The principal, and often the counselor himself, has a very
indefinite idea of the proper duties of this new officer. The counselor's time is more free
from definite assignments with groups or classes of pupils than is that of the ordinary
teacher. If well chosen he has administrative ability. It is perfectly natural, therefore, for
the principal to assign one administrative duty after another to the counselor until he
becomes practically assistant principal, with little time for the real work of a counselor.
(p. 141)
Soon a new education guidance philosophy challenged the simple vocational guidance
philosophy. Within this movement, there existed two viewpoints. The first view expanded the
limited scope of vocational guidance into a direct approach of suggesting paths for students in
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areas such as school, home, social, vocation, recreation decisions, and teaching the value of
education to students. The second educational guidance viewpoint expanded the realm of
guidance into areas of human development and education. This refocused guidance to facilitate
students’ self-awareness and to empower decision-making. Rather than continuing to recognize
vocational guidance as the cornerstone of guidance, this shift regulated the role of vocation on
par with other individual developmental concerns. To summarize, in the infancy of guidance, a
precursor of school counseling, there existed three guidance philosophies: vocational guidance
and two distinct dimensions of educational guidance, one that suggested paths for students and
the other that promoted self-awareness (Aubrey, 1982).
Counseling Influence
Meanwhile in the 1940s, Carl Rogers’ influence added the counseling dimension into the
role of the educational guidance. This new role assimilated more mental health functions and
stressed relationships. (Feingold, 1991; Gysbers & Henderson, 2001b). The floodgates opened
for counseling and psychology influences to enter the school guidance profession and not
everyone was in favor of such changes (Aubrey, 1982; Gysbers & Henderson, 2001b).
Commencing with Rogers, the area of school guidance would be open game for
numerous advocates of counseling, ranging from such diverse fields as psychiatry,
clinical psychology, psychoanalysis, learning theory, and pastoral counseling.
Collectively, the advocates of these approaches offered to school counselors a bonanza of
tools and techniques. At the same time, however, they presented to school counselors
techniques of questionable utility in school settings. The net result was the infusion of
massive amounts of counseling in the professional training of school counselors and a
further segmentation of an already disjointed profession. (Aubrey, 1982, p. 202)
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By the 1950s, career developmental theories expanded the understanding of career
decisions as a process rather than a onetime event. Parallel to the progress in career development,
a broader and more inclusive developmental guidance movement was growing. Similar to the
earlier movement of educational guidance to minimize the emphasis of vocational goals,
developmental guidance incorporated career development alongside students’ other
developmental concerns (Aubrey, 1982).
Bacon (1949) described three levels of counseling in the late 1940s. First-level
counseling occurs between the classroom teacher and the individual students within the
classroom setting. At this basic level, teachers recognized and attempted to understand the
students’ behaviors in the classroom, but focused on content teaching. Second-level counseling
occurs in homerooms by core teachers. Homeroom teachers and core teachers fit counseling in
where possible. Second-level counselors were hit-and-miss providing counseling lessons. Fulltime counselors operated with counseling agendas, but also taught classes. During this time,
counseling remained heavily tied to teachers. To move towards counselor status, teachers often
had to have at least three years of teaching experience. Bacon stated the work of counselors
became more and more specialized as they worked towards the higher levels of counseling. In
the early years, school counseling was not a priority to the overall purpose of schools. The
implementation was diverse, piecemeal, and those delivering the services were not trained.
Social Influence
After the Soviet Union launched Sputnik in 1957, the National Defense Education Act of
1958 resulted in a drastic increase in the number of trained full-time secondary school
counselors, rather than the teacher-counselors of the past (Gysbers & Henderson, 2001b). The
primary goal was to assist in the academic progress of students (ASCA, 2005; Aubrey, 1982).
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This cut high school counselors caseloads, allowing more access to students and an opportunity
to focus on developmental concerns and expand the role of school counselors into new areas.
The nondirective approach gave way to a more directive approach, at least regarding recruiting
the best and the brightest students to go to college (Feingold, 1991).
ASCA Influence
In the 1970s, school counseling was still viewed as an ancillary component of the school
system and not vital to student success. School counseling began to define its programs and
roles. Lister (1969) described several characteristics of the modern school counselor: (a)
identifying as a counselor, (b) two years of graduate training, (c) can communicate their role to
the entire school, (d) recognize and understand the school system, (e) continued professional
development, and (f) assist students to grow in ways that foster independence, problem solving,
and responsibility. This movement continued into the 1980s and 90s (Gysbers & Henderson,
2001b).
The Goals 2000 national education reform movement of the mid 1990s did not recognize
school counseling (Dahir, 2001). The message was clear that those outside of the profession still
viewed school counseling as less than critical to students’ success. In response to the perceived
slight of the Goals 2000 legislation, ASCA established national standards for comprehensive
developmental school counseling and defined the role of school counselors (ASCA, 2005, 2012;
Campbell & Dahir, 1997). ASCA developed the national standards to “define what students
should know and be able to do as a result of participating in a school counseling program”
(Dahir, 2001, p. 323). This declaration moved the primary focus of school counselors from
professional counselors in education settings to a counselor-as-educators whose primary role was
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to support the overall goals of education within a comprehensive program (ASCA, 2012;
McCurdy, 2003).
The Education Trust
The research of the Education Trust and the Transformative School Counseling Initiative
(TSCI) of 1997 contributed to the fundamental shift in school counselors’ role. The Education
Trust found counselor educator programs lacking in key areas to provide adequate training of
future school counselors and began a movement to link graduate training to the role of school
counselors. The Education Trust concluded that counselor education programs were not
effectively training school counselors because:


There was a lack of connection between the training school counselors were receiving
and the actual duties performed with students.



The training school counselors received did not focus on specific needs in the schools.



School counselors training was separate from the training received by other school
personnel. Therefore, the training lacked connectedness to education.



Counselor education programs provided core counseling coursework, but did not prepare
school counselors to be leaders and advocates or with the skills needed to collaborate
with stakeholders in education (Education Trust, 2009).
This brief overview of the historical forces in school counseling highlights the various

influences that have contributed to the profession's development. Some changes and conflicting
philosophies occurred within the profession while other social forces altered the path of school
counseling, all of which helped contribute to the origins of role stressors.
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Current Sources of Role Stress
The following is a review of current influences to school counselor role stressors:
professional organizations, pressure for the ASCA model, counselor training, stakeholders, noncounseling duties, school counselors, and ecological factors. It is important to remember role
stress is negatively associated with wellness components such as job satisfaction, retention, and
self-efficacy and positively associated with poor wellness components such as burnout and
career turnover (Baggerly & Osborn, 2006; Bryant & Constantine, 2006; Cervoni & DeLuciaWaack, 2011; Clemens, Milsom, & Cashwell, 2009; Hooper, 1998; Kolodinsky, Draves,
Schroder, Lindsey, & Zlatev, 2009; Moyer, 2011; Wilkerson & Bellini, 2006).
Mental Health or Educator
As discussed, school counselors encounter mixed messages regarding their purpose from
professional organizations (Perkins et al., 2010). ASCA and the Association for Counselor
Education and Supervision (ACES) are subsets of ACA. ACA and ACES have called for
counseling specialties to represent a unified counseling identity that recognizes the diversity of
each specialty (Cashwell, Kleist, & Scofield, 2009). This movement runs contrary to the call
from ASCA for school counselors to be identified as educators who perform counseling duties,
thus distancing school counseling from other counseling professions. Consequently, internal role
inconsistencies remain within the counseling profession. According to Barnett (2010), this
inconsistency is reflected in the school counselors themselves; some identify as mental health
professionals, others identify as educators, while others attempt to meet all demands of the
school.
A diverse group of stakeholders, including school counselors, worked to develop ASCA
National Standards that defined school counselors’ roles within CDSC programs and expected
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student outcomes (ASCA, 2012). The ASCA National Standards did not eliminate the mental
health role of the school counselor, but the emphasis of school counselors shifted to counselorsas-educators. Now school counselors were expected to offer preventative group-based
programming, rather than individual service-oriented counseling (Kolodinsky et al., 2009).
The conversation is ongoing whether school counselors are mental health counselors,
educators, or an amalgam (Barnett, 2010; Perkins et al., 2010; Reiner & Hernandez, 2013).
ASCA has focused attention on the counselor-as-educator and student achievement, thus aligning
school counselors into the current trends in schools (Bemak, 2000; Dahir & Stone, 2003; Martin,
2002). However, ACA and ACES have pushed for a unified identity for all counselors who have
specializations in unique settings (Cashwell et al., 2009; Perkins et al., 2010). While this
conversation continues, studies have shown stakeholders agreed the personal/social domain was
the most significant for the school counselors’ role (Perkins, 2013; Perkins et al., 2010)
ASCA National Model
ASCA (2012) has outlined a developmental national model for school counseling
programs. The ASCA National Model values the training and expertise of school counselors and
encourages a shift away from non-counseling administrative duties. This model allows school
counselors to contribute to student development in the foundations of academic, personal/social,
and career. The ASCA National Model outlines the delivery system, management system, and
accountability efforts to ensure effective and efficient implementation of the programs.
Counselors-in-training learn to value the ASCA National Model and the benefits to the students
and schools.
Boyer (1988) description of school counseling emphasizes the diversity of
responsibilities.
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counselors are not only expected to advise students about college, they are also asked to
police for drugs, keep records of dropouts, reduce teenage pregnancy, check traffic in the
halls, smooth out the tempers of irate parents, and give aid and comfort to battered and
neglected children. The duties list could also include: administer tests, advise school
organizations, develop master schedules, input student schedules, and many others. (p. 3)
In the world-of-work, administration and local school boards largely determine the role
of school counselors, with varying influence from the school counselors (Muro & Kottman,
1995). The ASCA National Model will fail to be implemented if administrators, school boards,
or school counselors do not value it. Without the ASCA National Model, school counselors will
continue to perform non-counseling, but essential school duties. These duties contribute more
stressors to school counselors (Kendrick, Chandler, & Hatcher, 1994).
Studies showed various benefits of comprehensive school counseling programs. School
counselors who worked in CDSC programs believed they mattered more to the school, reported
higher levels of job satisfaction, and experienced lower role stress (Kolodinsky et al., 2009;
Pyne, 2011; Rayle, 2006). Pyne (2011) showed school counselors were most satisfied in school
counseling programs that exhibited administrative support, effective communication among
staff, have clearly written counselor directives, provide service to all students, and have adequate
time for planning and proper evaluation; thus offering support for continued implementation of
the ASCA National Model.
Most school counseling programs have been slow to implement the ASCA model
(Studer, Diambra, Breckner, & Heidel, 2011). Oberman & Studer (2008) reported 58% of school
counselors stated their CDSC programs were at least above average in ASCA national model
implementation. Despite a moderate rate of CDSC implementation, Baggerly & Osborn (2006)
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reported 80% satisfaction rates across all levels of school counseling, even though 90% of
respondents showed higher levels of stress in recent years. Rayle (2006) reported lower levels of
job satisfaction and higher role stressors for high school counselors than for other school
counselors. Cervoni & DeLucia-Waack (2011) found that time spent on inappropriate duties
inversely predicted job satisfaction. Pyne (2011) reported specific CDSC program components
related to higher job satisfaction such as:


Administrative support



Effective communication with school staff



Clearly stated philosophy



Serve all students



Take time for planning and evaluation

School counselors stated the greatest levels of job satisfaction occurred when working
directly with students (Kolodinsky et al., 2009). This satisfaction is incongruent with ASCA
National Model’s push for more systematic programming, which can result in less student
contact time. In fact, Kolindinsky et al. (2009) stated
The current thrust in school counselor education is on training future school counselor to
become adept at program implementation, action-based research, and evidence-base
practice—this in light of the fact that there is actually very little research to support that a
more data-driven school counselor approach makes a significant difference in the
betterment of student academic and social/emotional well-being. (p. 198)
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Role Expectations
Several studies have examined the impact of school counselors’ work expectations of the
profession on role stress. Culbreth et al. (2005) studied the role stress of 512 ASCA members
across elementary, middle, and high school. A match between initial expectations of the school
counselors’ roles and the actual experiences was the most significant predictor of lower role
stress for all levels of school counselors. Lower role stress was inversely related to feelings that
graduate programs had trained them well for school counselor positions. Kolodinsky et al. (2009)
found 55% of school counselors felt well prepared by graduate training for school counseling
positions. High school counselors continue to experience role stress because of the expectation
gap created between the school counselor perception constructed during training programs and
actual duties required from in positions as school counselors (Falls & Nichter, 2007). With the
increased pressure to implement the ASCA National Model in the last decade, school counselors
have received more training regarding accountability, data collection, and program evaluation
(Kolodinsky et al., 2009). The greatest area of frustration involved the non-counseling duties
(Campbell & Dahir, 1997; McCarthy, Kerne, Calfa, Lambert, & Guzmán, 2010).
In an earlier study (Coll & Freeman, 1997), elementary school counselors experienced
significantly more role stress than middle or high school counselors did. The results of the
Culbreth et al. (2005) study reported the exact opposite was true eight years later when high
school counselors reported the highest role stress. Culbreth et al. (2005) suggested this shift
might result from the concentrated effort during this period to better define the roles of school
counselors at all levels. Perhaps this push has resulted in training aligned with the responsibilities
of employment at the graduate level for elementary school counselors more so than for other
levels of school counselors.
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Non-counseling Duties
A broad skill set is demanded of high school counselors (Marchetta, 2011; Schmidt et al.,
2001). Greater satisfaction and career commitment exists for school counselors who perform
duties suitable to their training than for those performing non-counseling duties (Baggerly, &
Osborn, 2006; Kolodinsky et al., 2009). Historically, the majority of school counselor training is
tied to counseling skills. Many of the non-counseling duties, supervision, test administration,
paperwork, schedules, credit checks, and subbing do not require the expertise of school
counselors and increase role stress. The abundance of these non-counseling duties reduces the
opportunities to complete counseling duties that counselors prefer (Campbell & Dahir, 1997).
Stakeholders
Since the start of the Guidance Movement, role stressors have existed for school
counselors (Burnham & Jackson, 2000; Ross & Herrington, 2006). Lieberman (2004) suggested
school counselors have a history of taking on ambiguous roles determined by schools, districts,
or even by areas of the country. Principals have considerable influence defining the duties of the
school counselor (Brott & Myers, 1999; Kirchner & Setchfield, 2005). Many studies have found
administrators’ expectations differ from counselors or counselor educators (Hart & Prince, 1970;
Kirchner & Setchfield, 2005; Monteiro-Leitner, Asner-Self, Milde, Leitner, & Skelton, 2006;
Perusse, Goodnough, Donegan, & Jones, 2004). Other researchers have found related
expectations (Amatea & Clark, 2005; Chata & Loesch, 2007; Zalaquett & Chatters, 2012). These
expectations do not always complement the skills and knowledge of school counselors or the
information they learned in their graduate training programs and thus results in role stress
(Bardhoshi, 2012).
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Ross and Herrington (2006) asserted many school principals base expectations of school
counselors on their own experiences instead of using standards. This contributes to inappropriate
appraisals of school counselor's work by those unfamiliar with school counseling standards
(Ross & Herrington, 2006). The expectations of the principals and counselors may be at odds,
resulting in role ambiguity. This role ambiguity leads to more inappropriate counseling duties
(DeMato & Curcio, 2004).
Likewise, multiple other stakeholders, with various and sometimes competing,
expectations of school counselors, may contribute to school counselor role stress (Perkins et al.,
2010). Students, parents, and teachers make requests of the school counselors’ time. Without
clear work delineations, saying “no” to these requests becomes difficult for school counselors. In
this way, more and more non-counseling duties are added to the responsibilities of school
counselors often to the decrease in quantity or effectiveness of completing appropriate duties
(Campbell & Dahir, 1997).
School Counselors
School counselors are also guilty in contributing to the ambiguity of their professional
roles (Sears & Granello, 2002). Counseling duties can decline as non-counseling duties are
introduced. Initially, these duties take extra time for the counselor to fit into their schedules, but
ultimately take over and turn the job into a different position (Lieberman, 2004). Counselors
unable to decline or reason with additional requests by administrators for non-counseling duties
risk ruining the counseling reputation in the school (Ross & Herrington, 2006). Scarborough &
Culbreth (2008) found school counselors preferred to spend their time on counseling activities
consistent with comprehensive guidance model duties. Since most administrators lack training in
school counseling, it is wrong to place all the liability on them for imposing inappropriate school
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counselor tasks (Ross & Herrington, 2006). Leuwerke, Walker, & Shi (2009) and Bringman,
Mueller, & Lee (2010) found interventions were useful to change administrators’ perceptions to
reflect what were appropriate duties. School counselors who created positive relationships with
administrators were in better positions to advocate for appropriate roles (Clemens et al., 2009).
As discussed, a debate exists at the professional organizational level regarding school
counselors as primarily mental health or educator. Barnett (2010) stated there are distinct
perceptions of the school counselors’ role by school counselors. Some school counselors focus
on the academics, while others focus on mental health concerns and a third group tries to meet
both needs. These many sources of competing demands, and thus role stressors, contribute to
work environments for school counselors that lowers self-efficacy and increases likelihood of
burnout (Culbreth et al., 2005; Sears & Granello, 2002; Wilkerson & Bellini, 2006).
Self-Efficacy Model
To explore the relationship between self-efficacy and role stressors it is essential to
understand self-efficacy development. Bandura (1997) stated four major sources of self-efficacy
development (a) mastery experiences, (b) vicarious experiences, (c) social persuasion, and (d)
physiological reactions. There are conditions that hinder development: overestimating abilities,
lack of resources, physical or social restraints, faulty self-knowledge, and self-doubt (Bandura,
1986; Kolb, 2011).
Mastery Experiences
Mastery experiences are the most significant source of self-efficacy development
(Bandura, 1994). Through mastery experiences, individuals encounter repeated successes with a
task, which serves to strengthen one’s self-efficacy to perform the task again. As the task is
practiced over and over, the individual’s belief system changes to accommodate the new task. If
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the task is met with repeated failures, rather than successes, the individual’s self-efficacy for the
task is diminished. Mastery experiences are the most effective means to develop a high level of
self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994). A hardy self-efficacy built on appropriately challenging mastery
experiences can withstand several setbacks. Mastering an experience is difficult when tasks are
poorly defined, conflict with other demands, or lack resources (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998), thus
stunting self-efficacy development.
Vicarious Learning
Individuals develop self-efficacy through vicarious learning. As individuals observe
others successfully model a behavior, their belief is strengthened that they can do the task. If the
social models are perceived as possessing higher capabilities than the observer possesses, the
social models successes will not translate to higher self-efficacy for the observers. Observers
must perceive similarity in capabilities to the social models to be effective (Bandura, 1997).
Social modeling can lower self-efficacy, if the social model is perceived as possessing similar
capabilities, but is unsuccessful in the experience.
Verbal Persuasion
The third strategy for developing a stronger sense of self-efficacy is verbal persuasion.
For verbal persuasion to be effective, the individual must view the communicator as a
knowledgeable and credible source of genuine information. Verbal efforts to lower self-efficacy
are more effective than verb persuasion intended to raise self-efficacy. If verbal persuasion was
the sole means that enabled the individual to take action, but the results were disappointing, the
individuals’ self-efficacy will suffer. It is essential that early tasks are constructed to promote an
individual’s success. These early successes will promote self-efficacy and a buildup to more
complex tasks (Bandura, 1997).
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Physiological Reaction
One’s physiological reaction to an event is the fourth contributor to self-efficacy
development. In the face of challenges, individuals can perceive heightened emotional states as
anxiety and fear, which will hinder performance, or as an adrenaline rush to facilitate actions.
Individuals able to interpret their physiological arousal in a positive manner can harness the
energy to accomplish the task (Bandura, 1994).
Self-Efficacy and Human Functioning
Bandura (1994) identified how self-efficacy influenced human functioning as it relates to
cognitive, motivational, affective, and the selection processes. Like wellness, human functioning
can be understood as a construct of holistic wellbeing. Understanding self-efficacy’s relationship
with motivation, affect, and selection processes provides insight to school counselors’ motivation
and performance (Bandura, 1982).

Cognitive Processes
Much of human behavior is guided by thoughts and beliefs (Bandura, 1997). Before
engaging in an action, mental cognitions analyze, assess, and estimate the outcomes. The
stronger the self-efficacy, the more likely one expects positive outcomes. The weaker the selfefficacy, the less likely one predicts successful outcomes. People with stronger self-efficacy set
higher challenges and are more committed to these goals. As situational stressors accumulate and
self-doubt enters ones’ cognition self-efficacy weakens and one’s ability to think and act is
diminished.
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Motivational Processes
Bandura (1997) stated most motivation influences occur at a cognitive level. People set
goals, anticipate consequences of actions, and place value on those outcomes. Self-efficacy
assists in this value analysis process. Self-efficacy operates in each of the three cognitive
motivational theories: attribution theory, expectancy theory, and goal theory. Each is discussed.
Attribution Theory
Attribution theory (Bandura, 1994) states people are motivated when they perceive a
causal relationship between their actions and the outcomes. Individuals with strong self-efficacy
regard setbacks as a lack of effort and put more energy into the task, and individuals with a weak
self-efficacy regard setbacks as a true reflection of their low capabilities and quit.
Expectancy-Value Theory
Expectancy-value theory states motivation as a belief that an action will produce a
predicted result and the individual generates personal value from the result. Bandura (1994,
2003) stated the pursuit of the action is regulated by self-efficacy before individuals ever
cognitively conduct value judgments on the outcomes. He stated, “There are countless attractive
options people do not pursue because they judge they lack the capabilities for them” (Bandura, p.
73).
Goal Theory
Goal theory (Bandura, 1994) states individuals motivate themselves by developing goals.
These self-satisfying goal aspirations guide future actions. Self-efficacy influences what goals
are set, how much effort to expend, how persistent one pursues goals, and their reaction to
failures. As mentioned, people with strong self-efficacy will persist when faced with obstacles or
even failures. Other people will judge the task beyond their capabilities and give up.
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Affective Processes
People’s belief in their ability to control anxiety and stress plays a role in their
willingness to accept new challenges. Individuals who harbor a low self-efficacy for their ability
to regulate emotions, manage threats, or control negative thought processes, develop thought
patterns that intensify anxiety and further disrupt cognitions. According to Bandura & Locke
(2003), self-efficacy affects
whether individuals think in self-enhancing or self-debilitating ways, how well they
motivate themselves and persevere in the face of difficulties, the quality of their
emotional well-being and their vulnerability to stress and depression, and the choices
they make at important decisional points. (p. 87)
Selection Processes
Self-efficacy beliefs limit or expand our life experiences as new challenges are accepted
or rejected. Those with higher self-efficacious beliefs are more likely to accept new challenges.
These choices generate new opportunities for growth and development. Those who doubt their
abilities are more likely to reject new challenges and have diminished opportunities (Bandura &
Locke, 2003).
Wellness Model
There are several wellness models and they share similar components (Roscoe, 2009).
The Indivisible Self model (Myers & Sweeney, 2008) is empirically grounded in counseling
theory. Other wellness models are based on physical health, rather than psychological wellness,
and often lack counseling considerations. This grounding in counseling and psychological
wellness leaves other wellness models wanting in several keys areas for counselors (Hattie et al.,
2004; Myers & Sweeney, 2008). Unlike other wellness models, the Indivisible Self is a result of
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empirical evolution (Hattie et al., 2004). Continued research findings have resulted in a shift
from spirituality as the center of wellness to a central wellness component described as the
“Indivisible Self” and a rethinking of relationships between components present in the original
Wheel of Wellness (Hattie et al., 2004; Myers & Sweeney, 2005a, 2008).
As with the original Wheel of Wellness model, the framework of the Indivisible Self used
the work of Alfred Adler’s Individual Psychology. Adler’s work emphasized a whole self that is
more than the sum of its parts, purposefulness, and is contextual. This framework allowed
researchers to reconceptualize the data from the Wheel of Wellness research into what is now
called the Indivisible Self (Hattie et al., 2004; Myers & Sweeney, 2005a, 2008).
Adler believed individuals are striving to carry out five life tasks: (a) societal, (b) work,
(c) love, (d) spirituality, and (e) coping with self (Myers & Sweeney, 2005b). These life tasks
with contextual and biological influences shape the self-actualization towards an integrated
holistic individual self (Curry, 2007). Adler believed in the reciprocal nature of these forces to
influence each other. Therefore, an accumulated measure of an individual’s success in each of
the life tasks reveals a view into the self or overall wellness.
The Indivisible Self model (see Figure 1) comprises a first-order wellness factor (the
Indivisible Self), 5 second-order factors, and 17 third-order factors. The factors interweave to
create a Gestalt-like holistic self, with an integrated mind, body, and spirit. As any factors
change, the dynamics of the overall structure is changed. True to Adler’s work, contextual
influences are considered influential to wellness since individuals act upon and are acted upon by
their environments (Myers & Sweeney, 2005b). Below, I summarize the five second-order
factors, the 17 third-order factors, and the contextual factors.
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Figure 1. The Indivisible Self Model of Wellness.

First-Order Factor
The Indivisible Self encapsulates the first-order factor of wellness as a single measure of
individuals’ overall well-being. This wellness self is the totality of the following second- and
third-order factors. Wellness as a first-order factor is consistent with Alfred Adler’s holistic
“indivisibility of the human being” (Myers & Sweeney, 2005a).
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Second-Order Factors
There are five second-order factors, the Essential Self, the Creative Self, the Coping Self,
the Social Self, and the Physical Self. Summation of these second-order factors comprises the
totality of the Indivisible Self. Second-order factors are a summation the third-order factors. The
following descriptions are surmised from the Manual for the Five Factor Wellness Inventory
(Myers & Sweeney, 2005a)
Essential Self. This Essential Self is the meaning-making processes of life. Spirituality,
self-care, gender identity, and cultural identity make up the Essential Self. Spirituality is not
religion, but an existential idea of ones’ desire for meaning and purpose. Gender and cultural
identity frame how we experience and internalize the world and others. Self-care reflects efforts
to take care of our life needs.
Creative Self. The Creative Self makes individuals unique from one another and allows
them to see positives in life. Thinking, emotions, control, work, and humor makeup the Creative
Self. The influences of positive thinking, emotions, perceived control over life, vigorous
workplace environments, and a healthy sense of humor promote one’s approach to life.
Coping Self. The Coping Self regulates individuals’ responses to negative events.
Realistic beliefs, stress management, self-worth, and leisure make up the Coping Self. Even in
extreme circumstances, individuals who are well equipped to cope with such stressors can
support their wellness. For example, as individuals develop self-efficacy to cope with stressors,
they promote their self-worth. Others conceptualized generalized self-efficacy as “confidence in
one’s own coping skills that is manifested in a wide range of challenging situations” (Grau,
Salanova, & Peiró, 2001, p. 64).
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Social Self. Social Self emphasizes social support, family, and friends. It comprises
factors of love and friendship. Social support is cited repeatedly in the research literature as a
positive contributor to longer and healthier lives (Gilbert, 2009; Keyes, 1998).
Physical Self. This Physical Self includes the third-order factors of exercise and nutrition.
One’s physical health can positively and negatively influence wellness.
Contextual Factors. These factors are similar to Bronfrenbrenner’s Ecological Theory
(Myers & Sweeney, 2005b). Local systems involve the immediate contextual forces in ones’ life:
families, friends, workplace, and communities. Institutional systems include education
government, business, and religion. Global systems refer to the influences of politics, culture,
and global events. Chronometrical systems refer to the changes and influences that occur due to
time and human development (Myers & Sweeney, 2005b, 2008).
Both role stress and self-efficacy are found within the Individual Self model. Role stress
exists within the Creative Self. Role stressors influence ones’ perceptions of work, via constructs
like job satisfaction (Baggerly & Osborn, 2006; Bryant & Constantine, 2006; Cervoni &
DeLucia-Waack, 2011; Kolodinsky et al., 2009; Wilkerson & Bellini, 2006). Self-efficacy can be
theorized as a part of the Coping Self (Bardhoshi, 2012; Myers & Sweeney, 2005b). Hattie et al.
(2004) also discussed self-efficacy as a component of the Creative Self. Grounded within the
Indivisible Self model, these self-efficacious beliefs and role stressors influence and are
influenced by overall wellness (Myers & Sweeney, 2005b, 2008). For this study, the first-order
factor of the Indivisible Self, or the measure of ones’ overall wellness, was considered as a
moderator of the self-efficacy and role stressor relationship.
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School Counselor Self-Efficacy and Role Stress
There has been a call for more research in school counselor self-efficacy (Roach &
Young, 2007; Sutton & Fall, 1995). A healthy self-efficacy can offer the motivation, confidence,
and beliefs necessary to overcome obstacles and stressors (Bandura, 1977, 1994, 1997). Selfefficacy and workplace role stressors have been studied across a variety of settings. Jex & Bliese
(1999) reported soldiers with higher self-efficacy were better able to manage the effects of stress
and had higher job satisfaction than individuals with lower self-efficacy. Abraham (2012)
showed similar findings for Indian nurses. Nurses who stated higher self-efficacy were more able
to manage work stressors than those with lower self-efficacy. For school counselors lower selfefficacy increased the experience of role stress as incongruent duties were encountered (Culbreth
et al., 2005). Grau et al. (2001) found workers with low professional self-efficacy showed greater
cynicism and are less committed to work when role conflict was high and this was not true for
workers with high self-efficacy. Self-efficacy can buffer or fail to buffer occupational stressors.
As suggested by Bandura’s self-efficacy development theory, self-efficacy is also
influenced by experiences and stressors. King (2009) showed mental health case managers’
caseload sizes were negatively associated with self-efficacy and positively associated with levels
of work stress. Stajkovic & Luthans (1998) meta-analysis revealed lower levels of self-efficacy
when tasks were unclear to workers. Tang et al. (2004) showed counseling students who lacked
previous work experience and had less internship hours reported lower levels of self-efficacy.
Barbee, Combs, & Combs (2003) similarly reported lack of relevant work experience and poor
counselor training were associated with lower self-efficacy scores.
Wilkerson & Bellini (2006) called for more research into school counselor personal
qualities, such as self-efficacy, and their relationship with organizational factors. Sutton & Fall
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(1995) studied the relationship between self-efficacy and school climate factors. They found
school counselors who lacked colleague support, administrative support, and performed more
duties outside of the counseling realm reported lower levels of self-efficacy. The sheer number
of inappropriate tasks and unrelated tasks can make it difficult for the school counselor to
achieve high levels of self-efficacy (Baggerly & Osborn, 2006; Sutton & Fall, 1995). Baggerly &
Osborn (2006) demonstrated school counselors had higher levels of self-efficacy for appropriate
counseling duties than for inappropriate duties; but self-efficacy for inappropriate duties
predicted positive career satisfaction and self-efficacy for appropriate duties did not. The authors
theorized, if school counselors felt effective in performing the inappropriate tasks, they
experienced less frustration, and as a result, more career satisfaction. This theory indicated
school counselors may cope with the role stress from inappropriate duties by accepting the duty
and believing they can complete the task well. A recent study revealed school counselors with
higher self-efficacy beliefs were the most likely to perform noncounseling duties when compared
to counselors with lower self-efficacy (Ernst, 2012). Ernst suggested this finding meant
counselors with higher self-efficacy tend to do more counseling and noncounseling activities
than counselors with lower self-efficacy.
Congruent with Bandura’s self-efficacy development theory, some studies demonstrated
self-efficacy’s influence on stressors, while other studies demonstrated the influence of stressors
on self-efficacy. In either case, self-efficacy has a negative relationship with role stressors. This
study considered the relationship between self-efficacy to predict role stressors.
School Counselor Wellness
If wellness is a cornerstone of the counseling field, more research, training, and practice
are needed (Bozgeyikli, 2012). The various demands placed on counselors burden their wellness
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and the quality of their services (Cummins et al., 2007; Rayle, 2006). Role ambiguity,
incongruence, and conflict negatively influence the school counselors’ wellness (Burnham &
Jackson, 2000; Butler & Constantine, 2005; Culbreth et al., 2005; Young & Lambie, 2007).
Young & Lambie (2007) discussed strategies for school counselors to reduce role stress in the
school environments by establishing wellness-working conditions. These strategies are: (1)
establishing a district-wide school counselor manual to communicate clear roles, (2) educating
administrators and other stakeholders regarding the role of school counselors, and (3) engaging
in professional development to understand roles. Finally, clinical supervision increased the
overall wellness of school counselors (Lambie & Williamson, 2004; Moyer, 2011; Young &
Lambie, 2007).
As shown, the Indivisible Self model is a comprehensive view of wellness that
incorporates various factors of ones’ life. Utilizing the framework of the Indivisible Self model,
role stress is a component of the Creative Self and self-efficacy is conceptualized as a component
of the Coping Self and Creative Self (Hattie et al., 2004; Myers & Sweeney, 2005b). Within the
Indivisible Self model the selves are interactional and influence each other. In fact, self-efficacy
can buffer the effects of role stressors (Grau et al., 2001). Existing research has not yet examined
the effects of wellness, years in profession, gender, or school setting on the relationship between
self-efficacy and role stressors.
Wellness research has showed preventative properties against various negative conditions
and the ability to promote positive constructs. Briggs et al. (2011) emphasized spiritual wellness
as a protective factor in high school students. Cummins et al. (2007) stated that counselors who
maintained personal wellness and strived for wellness in the workplace provided effective care to
clients and experienced greater career satisfaction. Support among colleagues, supervision, self-

34
care, and manageable caseloads are conditions of workplace wellness for school counselors
(Baggerly & Osborn, 2006; Clemens et al., 2009; Culbreth et al., 2005). Stickel (1991) studied
147 rural school counselors for burnout and job satisfaction, both are measures of workplace
wellness. The regression analyses did not offer significant predictors for burnout out or job
satisfaction, but counselors reported high levels of personal accomplishment, which may have
moderated the relationships. Rayle (2006) study of 388 school counselors supported those who
perceived they mattered more to others experienced lower job related stress and higher job
satisfaction. Mattering and job-related stress accounted for 35% of the variance in job
satisfaction of school counselors. Sadler-Gerhardt & Stevenson (2011) wrote of the importance
for counselors to buildup wellness components to ward off high stress demands of the
profession, and advocated an active approach to foster wellness.
Summary
School counseling role stressors have existed since the profession’s inception. Currently,
as in the past, many different stakeholders that contribute to the diversity of role expectations and
blur the lines of responsibility. These stakeholders include administrators, professional
counseling organizations, parents, students, and the counselors themselves. Role ambiguity, role
conflict, and role incongruity make it difficult for counselors to optimize their workplace
performance, which can leave school counselor programs providing less than desired services to
students.
Self-efficacy and wellness have demonstrated buffering effects of role stressors such as
burnout, low job satisfaction, and turnover and promoting positive work conditions. Self-efficacy
development and improving wellness can provide school counselors with the psychological
capital to persevere in the face of such obstacles. Numerous studies across a variety of settings
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have demonstrated the negative correlation between self-efficacy and workplace role stressors,
thus establishing a relationship between the constructs. Self-efficacy is a widely studied
construct and self-efficacy development occurs under specific conditions: mastery experiences,
vicarious learning, verbal persuasion, and physiological reactions (Bandura, 1977). Increasing
the positive occurrence of these conditions promotes the growth of self-efficacy while a negative
encounter can diminish ones’ self-efficacy. Self-efficacy research also supported a positive
correlation with effective human functioning conditions regarding cognition, motivation,
emotions, and choices. Wellness is a comprehensive construct that has many components of a
mind, body, spirit connection and defines wellness as a united Indivisible Self (Myers &
Sweeney, 2005a). The Indivisible Self wellness model supports a theory of integrated
components to maintain wellness. To varying degrees these wellness components offer
opportunities for individuals to improve specific wellness areas and their overall wellness.

CHAPTER THREE
METHODS
Wellness researchers have conducted studies with undergraduate students, professional
counselors, counselors-in-training, counselor educators, and other non-counseling populations.
The 5-Wel has been translated into four languages and been utilized with diverse groups. In most
studies of the Wheel of Wellness and the Indivisible Self, wellness is theoretically placed as an
outcome variable or the dependent variable (Myers & Sweeney, 2005a, 2008). In this study,
wellness is positioned as a moderating variable in the relationship between role stressors and
school counselor self-efficacy. Additionally, gender, school setting, and years in profession
(YIP) will be explored for moderating effects on this relationship. I focused on the experiences
of high school counselors because research has shown high school counselors are less satisfied
and experience more role stressors than other school counselors (Rayle, 2006). The following is
a summary of the sampling procedures, participants, discussion of the psychometric properties of
the instruments used, and the proposed data analysis procedures.
Participants and Sampling
Study participants were high school counselors practicing in a variety of settings: (a)
urban, (b) rural, and (c) suburban. To generate a sample professional organizations, such as
ASCA and state school counseling organizations were contacted. Attempts to include school
counselors who are not members of professional organizations were made, as this is cited as a
research limitation (Cervoni & DeLucia-Waack, 2011). Email invitations were sent to school
counselors at their schools and through social media (e.g., Twitter, LinkedIn, and Facebook).
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The goal was to recruit school counselors from different regions of the country with various
backgrounds and experiences. Counselors were encouraged to forward the recruitment email to
their peers in an attempt to reach a wide range of counselors. High school counselors were
invited to participate in a secure and anonymous survey to help gather information in the areas of
school counselor role stress, wellness, and self-efficacy (see Appendix A).
Participants completed the demographics questionnaire, the Role Questionnaire (RQ),
School Counselor Self-Efficacy scale (SCSE), and 5F-Wel-A instruments. To encourage
involvement, participants who completed the survey were entered into a drawing for a $250 Visa
gift card, if they submitted an email address. The email response to the winner is included in
Appendix B. The goal was to recruit over 200 participants, to ensure sufficient total sample size
and subgroup sample sizes to run the multiple regression analyses and interactions.
Instruments
To collect data regarding role stressors, self-efficacy, and wellness from high school
counselors three instruments were used. The Role Questionnaire (Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman,
1970) is a widely used survey to collect role stress data. School counselors’ self-efficacy was
measured using the School Counselor Self-Efficacy scale (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 2005). The 5FWel-A is a well-researched and popular wellness scale (Myers & Sweeney, 2005a).
Demographic Questionnaire
The demographic questionnaire included questions about age, gender, school setting
(urban, suburban, rural), geographic location, YIP, and department size. The questionnaire
included questions such as:


Do you plan to remain a school counselor within the next 5 years?



Do you define your primary counselor functions as mental health or educator?
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Did your training prepare you for the position?



Have your school counselor roles remained consistent from year to year?
The Role Questionnaire
The Role Questionnaire (RQ) developed by Rizzo et al. (1970) measures the two factors

of role ambiguity and role conflict experienced in the workplace. Role ambiguity is defined as an
uncertainty of duties, outcomes, allocation of time, and relationships. Role conflict is defined as
“internal standards, external expectations, heavy role demands, conflicting responsibilities, and
incompatible requests from others” (Freeman & Coll, 1997).
Freeman & Coll (1997) found a third factor when they conducted a factor analysis of
high school counselors’ RQ results. Role ambiguity remained a singular construct, but role
conflict measured two separate factors: role conflict and role incongruity. Role incongruity is
defined as too many roles without enough support or an individual is expected to meet
competing expectations (Culbreth et al., 2005; Freeman & Coll, 1997; Windle, 2010).
The RQ consists of 14 Likert-type items ranging from 1 (very false) to 7 (very true)
regarding workplace conditions. Items 3, 4, 5, and 6 measure role conflict, for example, “I
receive incompatible requests from two or more people.” Items 1, 2, 7, and 8 measure role
incongruity, for example, “I work on unnecessary things.” Items 9-14 measure role ambiguity,
for example, “I know what my responsibilities are.” A confirmatory factor analysis was done to
determine if the RQ data of this study is best representative of two or three factors.
Moderate to high reliability statistics were reported for the RQ. In a study of teachers,
Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities were reported at .85 for role conflict and .86 for role ambiguity
(Schwab, Iwanicki, & Pierson, 1983). Schuler, Aldag, & Brief (1977) reported a range of internal
reliabilities of .58 to .82 for role conflict and .63 to .87 for role ambiguity. Jackson & Schuler
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(1985) reported reliabilities of no lower than .76 for their meta-analysis, however, they stated
about half of the studies reported reliability statistics, therefore true reliability may be lower. In
fact, I was unable to locate reliability statistics for role incongruity from other studies, but
Cronbach’s alpha was .83 for this study. Smith, Tisak, & Schmieder (1993) factor analysis study
supported the RQ. Some researchers have taken liberties with the RQ and adapted it in several
crucial ways. The RQ has been scaled differently, additional items included, and the response
format has been changed (Shepherd & Fine, 1994). RQ studies will need to be examined closely
for any indication of modifications or reverse scoring when compared to this study. In some
cases, descriptive statistics across studies may be impossible to compare, if details are not
provided.
School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (SCSE)
Bodenhorn & Skaggs (2005) developed the School Counselor Self-Efficacy scale (SCSE)
to assist in school counselor self-efficacy research. The SCSE measures five components of
school counselor self-efficacy: Personal/Social development (12 items, Cronbach’s alpha = .91),
Leadership and Assessment (9 items, Cronbach’s alpha = .90), Career and Academic
development (7 items, Cronbach’s alpha = .85), Collaboration and Consultation (11 items,
Cronbach’s alpha = .87), and Cultural Competence (4 items, Cronbach’s alpha = .72).
Bodenhorn & Skaggs (2005) performed item analysis with professional leaders in school
counseling and school counselors to achieve a 43-item scale. Questions are 5-point Likert-type
items (1 = not confident, 2 = slightly confident, 3 = moderately confident, 4 = generally
confident, 5 = highly confident). For this study, the overall SCSE score is used. The Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient for the overall scale score was reported at .95 (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 2005) and
later Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were reported at .94, which demonstrated high internal
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consistency (Barnett, 2010). Bodenhorn & Skaggs (2005) provided a detailed description of scale
construction.
5F-Wel-A
The 5F-Wel-A is a 91-item self-report on a 4-point Likert-type scale: (1) strongly agree,
(2) agree, (3) disagree, and (4) strongly disagree. The scale measures a total wellness construct
called the Indivisible Self and wellness subscales. The Indivisible Self consists of five subscales
(a) Creative Self, (b) Coping Self, (c) Essential Self, (d) Physical Self, and (e) Social Self; 17
third-order constructs, and several contextual items. The first-order wellness construct and the
subscales have reported Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranging from .90 to .98 (Myers &
Sweeney, 2005a), thus demonstrating high reliability characteristics. The 5F-Wel was validated
using structural equation modeling and an extensive research history (Abrahams & Balkin,
2006).
Data Analysis
To answer research question one (Q1), a full model multiple regression analysis was
implemented to establish which variables had significant predictive value for each role stressor.
Each of the role stressors were examined as a dependent variable with SCSE, wellness, YIP, and
the remaining role stressors entered as predictor variables. The remaining research questions
explored for possible moderating effects. Wellness, YIP, gender, and school setting were
examined separately for moderating effects. Separate multiple regression analyses were run for
each role stressor as an outcome variable, SCSE as the predictor variable, and the remaining
variables entered as covariates. For moderation analysis, mean centered predictor variables (X1)
and moderating variables (X2) are entered into the regression along with their interaction effect
(X1 × X2) and any covariates. Mean centering allowed for meaningful interpretation of all the
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coefficients when the measurement scale does not include zero. Categorical variables are not
mean centered (Aguinis, 2004; Hayes, 2013). The general regression equation is provided to help
conceptualize the overall moderation models:
Y = b0 + b1X1 + b2X2 + b3(X1 × X2) + b4C1 + b5C2 + b6C3 + e
For research questions two (Q2), three separate multiple regressions isolated each role
stressor as the outcome variable, SCSE as the predictor variable, wellness as the moderator, and
the two remaining role stressors and YIP as covariates. For research questions three (Q3), three
separate multiple regressions isolated each role stressor as the outcome variable, SCSE as the
predictor variable, YIP as the moderator, and the remaining role stressors and wellness as
covariates. Research questions four (Q4) and five (Q5) explored the moderating effects of two
categorical variables: gender and school setting. To account for each role stressor as the outcome
variable three regressions were run. SCSE was entered as the predictor variable, and the
remaining variables were covariates, and gender was the moderator in Q4 and school setting was
the moderator of Q5.
Summary
In this study, I used multiple regression analysis to examine the relationships between
school counselor self-efficacy and role stressors. Wellness, YIP, gender, and school setting were
examined as moderators. This study could lead to a more complete understanding of the
relationship between self-efficacy and role stressors for school counselors.

CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
The purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between high school
counselors’ self-efficacy and role and explore several moderators. This study examined selfefficacy as a predictor and role stressors as outcome variables using multiple-regression
analyses. Consistent with Bandura’s self-efficacy development theory, studies have
demonstrated a relationship between self-efficacy and role stressors (Abraham, 2012; Baggerly
& Osborn, 2006; Bandura, 1977; Barbee et al., 2003; Brief & Aldag, 1981; Jex & Bliese, 1999;
King, 2009; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998; Sutton & Fall, 1995; Tang et al., 2004). A strong
perceived self-efficacy can help one face challenges and stresses; however, a weak perception of
self-efficacy can lower ones’ beliefs and motivation to accomplish a challenging task. Stressors
perceived as insurmountable can negatively influence self-efficacy development while stressors
perceived as achievable challenges can enhance self-efficacy.
A change in any wellness factor may exert influence over other wellness factors. Myers
and Sweeney’s (2008) Indivisible Self model of wellness supports a relationship between selfefficacy and stressors. Self-efficacy and stressors are third-order factors of the Indivisible Self
model. Wellness is the first-order factor that exerts influence over the lower order factors, such
as self-efficacy and role stressors. Wellness was examined as a moderator of the self-efficacy
and role stressors relationship. Years in profession is operationally defined as the opportunities
for self-efficacy experiences and was examined for moderating effects. Finally, gender and
school setting will be examined for moderating effects.
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Organization of Findings
This chapter presents the demographic statistics and participant characteristics. Next, the
preliminary analysis procedures are reported, which contains a confirmatory factor analysis,
descriptive statistics, intercorrelations of the variables, reliability and generalizability
evaluations, and a test of mean differences across all variables for gender and school setting.
Finally, the results of each regression analysis are reported.
For Q1, multiple regressions were conducted to account for the predictor variables in the
relationship between self-efficacy and the role stressors. The regressions conducted in Q1 are
essentially a separate report of the overall regression models necessary prior to adding the
interactions into the remaining research questions. Each role stressor was separately modeled as
the outcome variable in each regression. When not modeled as the outcome variable of the
regression, the remaining role stressors were entered as covariates. Q2 explored for any
moderating effects of wellness and Q3 explored for moderating effects of YIP. Those variables
not being explored for interaction effects were entered into the model as covariates. Research
questions Q4 and Q5 explored the overall models for moderating effects of gender and school
setting.
Statistical analysis was conducted using Predictive Analytics Software (PASW) version
18.0, formerly Statistical Program for Social Sciences (SPSS), and the SPSS macro PROCESS,
developed by Dr. Andrew Hayes (2013). PROCESS provided plotting points for graphing
interactions and regions of significance. AMOS software was used to conduct the confirmatory
factor analysis of the RQ. All alpha significance levels were set at α = .05, the coefficients are
provided, and the change in R squared is reported as the means to interpret the findings (Carte &
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Russell, 2003). For significant interactions, the Johnson-Neyman post hoc test will be reported to
further probe significant regions of the moderator (Bauer & Curran, 2005; Hayes, 2013).
Recruitment and Procedures
During the summer of 2013, exemption status was granted by the Northern Illinois
University Institutional Review Board to survey high school counselors regarding demographic
information, role stressors, self-efficacy, and wellness (see Appendix C). I proceeded to recruit
survey participants during the month of September and the first week of October. An email
request was sent to states’ school counselor associations, personal professional contacts, and the
counselor education and supervision listserv. Survey data were collected anonymously via the
Mind Garden, Inc. website. Mind Garden, Inc. scored the 5F-Wel survey (see Appendix D) and I
scored the Role Questionnaire (see Appendix E) and School Counselor Self-Efficacy scale (see
Appendix F). Purchase of the 5F-Wel granted permission to use for the study (Appendix G).
Permission was granted by Sage Publishing (see Appendix H) for the RQ and from the author
Dr. Bodenhorn for the SCSE (see Appendix I). The Role Questionnaire traditionally has two
subscales: role ambiguity and role conflict (Rizzo et al., 1970). Freeman & Coll (1997)
conducted a factor analysis on high school counselor RQ data, which supported a third factor
from within the role conflict items: role incongruity. I conducted a confirmatory factor analysis
of the RQ to determine which model was appropriate for this dataset. I recoded the role
ambiguity subscale to account for the reverse language of the scale in relation to the role conflict
and role incongruity subscales. In this way, a higher score consistently indicated a higher
presence of ambiguity, conflict, or incongruity. A consent form (see Appendix J) and
demographic form were included in the survey (see Appendix K).
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Demographics
Data were collected from 141 high school counselors. Gender was 82.3% female (n =
116) and 17.7% male (n = 25), school settings were 10.6% urban (n = 15), 31.9% suburban (n =
45), and 57.4% rural (n = 81). Seventy-four percent of participants reported counseling
department sizes with fewer than five counselors. Eighty-two percent of participants were
members of at least one professional school counselor organization. Lastly, 21 states responded
at least once and the highest response rates were 25.5% Illinois (n = 36), 14.2% Minnesota (n =
20), 10.6% New Hampshire (n = 15), 9.2% Tennessee (n = 13), and 7.8% Arkansas (n = 11). The
mean age of the sample was 42.5 years (SD = 10.8) and age ranged from 24 to 65 years old. The
average years in the profession was 13 years (SD = 9.5) with a range from zero to 44. The years
in current position ranged from zero to 33 and had a mean of 7 years (SD = 6.5). On a scale of
one (not very) to five (very), school counselors reported feeling well trained for their duties (m =
3.56; SD = 1.00), felt their roles were consistent year to year (m = 3.55; SD = .94), were likely to
remain a school counselor for the next five years (m = 4.09; SD = 1.29) and identified more than
an educator (5) than a mental health professional (1) (m = 3.52; SD = .95).
Preliminary Analysis
First, I first examined the data for missing data and extreme values. Two participants
appeared to report caseload sizes instead of counseling department sizes. I removed these cases
when reporting the counseling department means. Second, I conducted a confirmatory factor
analysis on the RQ data to determine if the dataset was a two-factor or three-factor model. This
determined if role incongruity would be included as a unique factor. Next, I provide the
descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for all the variables. I examined Cronbach’s alphas to
assess reliability and generalizability and compared the means for each survey instrument to
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previous studies. Finally, I examined each variable for mean differences across gender and
setting using ANOVA or the appropriate robust means test. I reported results of any significant
post hoc tests.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the RQ
AMOS software was used to perform a confirmatory factor analysis of the RQ. The
analysis was conducted to explore if this RQ data set was best explained by the two-factor model
(role conflict and role ambiguity) (Rizzo et al., 1970) or three-factor model (role conflict, role
incongruity, and role ambiguity) (Freeman & Coll, 1997). See Appendix L for model factor
loadings. Model fit indices revealed the three-factor model had a better fit than the two model
RQ (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008; Kline, 2011) (see Table 1). A chi square difference test
was used to estimate if there was a significant difference between the two-factor and three-factor
RQ models for this study’s data. A p value is estimated from the difference of the chi squares
and the degrees of freedom of each model. If the p value is significant, the simpler model is
rejected and the more complex model is a better fit for the data.
Chi difference test: 162.3(2 factor RQ) - 139.1(3 factor RQ) = 23.2
Degrees of freedom difference: 76(2 factor RQ) - 74(3 factor RQ) = 2
The chi square difference test also supported the three-factor RQ model (p < .001). The
multiple-regression analyses to follow will utilize the RQ as a three-factor model with role
ambiguity, role conflict, and role incongruity.
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Table 1
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the RQ

162.3

CMIN ≤ 5.0
(good fit)
2.14

CFI ≥ .95
(good fit)
.92

RMSEA ≥ .1
(poor fit)
.09

139.1

1.88

.94

.08

df

Chi Square

RQ
Two Factor

76

Three Factor

74

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations
The descriptive statistics summaries and correlations for the variables used in the
regression models are provided in Table 2. Several significant intercorrelations were found.
Ambiguity negatively correlated with SCSE (r = - .37, p < .01) and wellness (r = - .40, p < .01).
Those school counselors reporting lower ambiguity tended to report higher SCSE and wellness
scores. Ambiguity was positively correlated with role conflict (r = .44, p < .01) and role
incongruity (r = .42, p <.01). Those reporting higher ambiguity also reported higher role conflict
and role incongruity. SCSE positively correlated with years in profession (r = .23, p < .01) and
wellness (r = .48, p < .01). Those school counselors with higher SCSE tended to report higher
years in profession and wellness scores. Finally, role incongruity was highly positively correlated
with role conflict (r = .72, p < .01).
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics & Correlations
Scale

m

SD

Min.

Max

1

2

3

4

SCSE

174.64 22.54 112.00 215.00

Ambiguity

16.98

6.35

6.00

38.00

- .37*

--

Conflict

17.91

5.32

4.00

28.00

.06

.40*

--

Incongruity

18.21

5.84

4.00

28.00

- .01

.42*

.72*

Wellness

81.19

7.65

59.9

97.50

.48*

- .40* - .06 - .10

YIP

13.06

9.48

0.00

44.00

.23*

- .05

5

6

--

.06

---

.16 - .01 --

N = 141, *Correlations significant at p < .01

Reliability and Generalizability
To assess the reliability of each scale Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated. All
scales demonstrated highly reliable Cronbach’s alpha statistics (SCSE = .96, wellness = .95, role
conflict = .80, role incongruity = .83 and role ambiguity = .84) (Field, 2009). The sample means
of this study were compared to available data regarding the RQ, SCSE, and 5F-Wel surveys. The
RQ and SCSE did not have manuals available for comparison data, so similar school counselor
studies with reported means and standard deviations were used. The 5F-Wel provided a full
manual with reported means and standard deviations for a variety of populations, however,
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school counselors were not a subgroup and only one reported sample included a type of
counselor. Despite these drawbacks, a simple unpaired t-test was used to report a comparison of
means. Means, standard deviations, and sample sizes were entered to run the t-tests.
To compare RQ descriptive statistics to other studies was not easily accomplished. As
Shepherd & Fine (1994) reported researchers have taken liberties with the scale, which make it
difficult to compare across studies. Studies in this area suffered from these inconsistencies.
Wilkerson & Bellini (2006) reported lower role ambiguity scores indicated more role ambiguity
(m = 26.06, SD = 8.27, n = 78), while higher role conflict (m = 14.70, SD = 5.56, n = 78) and role
incongruity (m = 15.58, SD = 6.13, n = 78) scores indicated higher presence of the factor. The
Wilkerson & Bellini (2006) data are consistent with the original RQ scoring so it was compared
to the role conflict scores (m = 17.91, SD = 5.32, n = 141), role incongruity (m = 18.21, SD =
5.84, n = 141) and the original scoring of the role ambiguity scores (m = 31.02, SD = 6.35, n =
141) of the current study. The Wilkerson & Bellini (2006) role ambiguity, role conflict, and role
incongruity means were significantly different from means reported in this study (p < .001, p <
.001, p = .002). These two studies were similar in several key demographics. A simple t-test
confirmed that both studies examined school counselors of similar age range (m = 43.19, SD =
11.42, n = 77, p = .066). Gender makeup of both samples were more female than male (male =
28%, female = 72%; male = 17.7%, female = 82.3%). There were notable differences between
the samples. Geographically, the Wilkerson and Bellini sample was drawn from the Northeastern
United States and nearly half (47%) of school counselors in this study were from the Midwest. In
the Wilkerson & Bellini sample, nearly 80% of the school counselors worked in suburban
(55.1%) or urban (25.6%) schools. In this study, the majority of school counselors were rural
(57.4%). The Wilkerson and Bellini study contained middle and elementary school counselors
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and did not report gender data. Furthermore, both studies have relatively small sample sizes (n <
150), which may not fully represent school counselor populations. These factors may indicate
regional, school setting, or level differences among school counselors in each study.
Cervoni & DeLucia-Waack (2011) reported higher scores of ambiguity (m = 19.51, SD =
5.13, n = 175) and role conflict (m = 34.35, SD = 6.76, n = 175). These results are not consistent
with the scoring of the original RQ, but is consistent with the recoded scoring of role ambiguity
scale. Role incongruity was not reported as a separate factor, so role incongruity items remained
combined with role conflict to reflect the two-factor RQ. Apparently, either the role ambiguity
scale of the RQ used was reworded prior to scoring or the authors did in fact recode role
ambiguity. There was a significant difference between the sample means for role ambiguity (p =
.0001), but not for role conflict (p = .068). The Cervoni & DeLucia-Waack study reported just
high school counselors with a similar age range (24-63) and gender breakdown (male 27%,
female = 73%). Cervoni & DeLucia-Waack reported school counselors were from suburban
(44.7%), rural (31.8%), and urban (23.5%) schools, whereas the majority of school counselors in
this study worked in rural setting (57.4%). Again, there may be mean differences due to setting
or sampling.
Practicing school counselor and Master’s level student data from Bodenhorn & Skaggs
(2005) was used for a t test means analysis of the SCSE. None of the subgroups were statistically
different (see Table 3), except suburban school counselors in this study scored significantly
higher on SCSE than Master’s level students and rural school counselors on this study scored
lower than practicing school counselor from Bodenhorn & Skaggs (2005).
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Table 3
Means Comparison with SCSE
Sample

Master’s students

Current Study
M

SD

N

M

SD

N

Practicing School Counselors
p

M

SD

N

p

High School 174.65 22.54 141 168.90 28.80 23

.278 179.10 19.6

73

.154

Rural

173.84 22.55

81 172.40 20.20 26

.772 181.50 18.10 54

Suburban

174.16 22.62

45 159.40 27.70 27 .016* 179.60 21.10 105

.159

Urban

180.40 22.96

15 169.40 24.80 45 .135

.576

184.00 20.80 43

.039*

* p < .05.

Three mean comparisons were conducted on the 5F-Wel and each differed significantly
from the data provided by 5F-Wel manual (Myers & Sweeney, 2005a) as seen in Table 4. The
first analysis compared the total sample of this study to the 5F-Wel total population means and
SD. The second analysis compared male school counselors in this study to male counselors.
Finally, the female school counselors from this study were compared to general female data.
Each analyses found a significant difference from the means provided by Myers & Sweeney
(2005a). Myers & Sweeney (2005a) acknowledged the normed data were unrepresentative in
several ways and encouraged using local norms for interpretations. The entire sample of this
study, were male and female school counselors with at least a Master’s degree and ranged in age
from 24-65 years old. The normed population of the 5F-Wel comprised 20.9% of the participants
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with at least Master’s degree or higher and 29.2% of the population was 25 or younger. While
the comparisons are not exact, the data helps to contextualize this study’s findings.

Table 4
Means Comparison of 5F-Wel
Sample

Current study

5F-Wel norms

M

SD

N

M

SD

Total norm group

81.19

7.65

141

71.63 15.87

Male counselors

78.97

7.76

25

81.72

Females

81.67

7.57

116

71.97 15.46

6.53

N

p

3,343

.001

337

.046

1,765

.001

Gender and School Setting Mean Differences
To test for any group differences across variables by gender and school setting a one-way
ANOVA was conducted on all variables. An ANOVA revealed no statistically significant mean
differences between male and female school counselors on role ambiguity, F(1,139) = 0.19, p =
.665, role conflict, F(1, 139) = 0.78, p = .379, role incongruity, F(1, 139) = 0.70, p = .698,
wellness, F(1, 139) = 2.59, p = .110, or YIP, F(1, 139) = 0.15, p = .704. In the preliminary
analysis, the Levene’s test revealed that SCSE violated the homogeneity of variance assumption
(F = 3.29, p = .072) when exploring gender differences. Therefore, the more robust Welch means
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test of differences was used and no significant difference was found for SCSE by gender, F(1,
30.65), p = .499.
One-way ANOVA revealed no statistically significant mean differences between school
settings (urban, suburban, and rural) for SCSE F(2, 138) = 0.55, p = .580, wellness, F(2, 138) =
0.88, p = .416, or YIP, F(2, 138) = 0.89, p = .414. The Levene’s test revealed that role ambiguity
violated the homogeneity of variance assumption (F = 2.70, p =.071). Therefore, the more robust
Welch test was reported. The Welch test revealed no significant difference in role ambiguity by
school setting, F(2, 138) = 0.54, p = .590., role conflict, F(2, 138) = 3.80, p = .025, and role
incongruity, F(2, 138) = 7.84, p = .001, means were statistically significant depending on setting.
Since sample sizes varied greatly across settings, the Hochberg’s GT2 was used for post hoc
analysis to explore for significant mean differences. Role conflict means were statistically
significant and indicated a large effect size between suburban and urban settings, p = .020, d =
0.87 (see Figure 2). Role incongruity means were statistically significant and showed a large
effect size for suburban and urban setting, p = .006, d = 0.92, and a significant and medium
effect size for the suburban and rural settings, p = .002, d = 0.64 (see Figure 3).
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Figure 2. Role Conflict Means by School Setting.
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Figure 3. Role Incongruity Means by School Setting.

Regression and Moderation Analyses
The following are the results of each research question. A report of assumption tests,
significance tests, coefficient, and figures are provided for each analysis. The accompanying
figures are scaled on the horizontal axis by +/- 2 SD to facilitate interpretation. Johnson-Neyman
technique was used for closer examination of all significant interactions.
Research Question One
Research question one (Q1) used standard multiple-regression analyses to examine the
relationships between the predictor variables and the outcome variables (role ambiguity, role
conflict, and role incongruity). Role ambiguity, role conflict and role incongruity were each
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modeled separately as dependent variables, while SCSE, YIP, and wellness were entered as
predictors with the two remaining role stressors. To help conceptualize the model the equations
are provided:


Ambiguity = b0 + b1SCSE + b2Wellness + b3Conflict + b4YIP + b5Incongruity + e



Conflict = b0 + b1SCSE + b2Wellness + b3Ambiguity + b4YIP + b5Incongruity + e



Incongruity = b0 + b1SCSE + b2Wellness + b3Conflict + b4YIP + b5Ambiguity + e

Q1a: Ambiguity as Outcome
A standard multiple-regression analysis was conducted to explore if SCSE, wellness, role
conflict, role incongruity, and YIP predicted ones’ level of role ambiguity. Standardized
residuals indicated a possible outlier on the dependent variable for case number 39 (standardized
residual = 3.52 > 3.29). Mahalanobis Distance indicated case number 141 = 26.24 was a
potential multivariate outlier (critical value = 20.51, df = 5, p < .001) (Meyers, Gamst, &
Guarino, 2013). Cook’s distance measures the overall influence of predictors and outcome
variables on the regression coefficients. In other words, a case may be indicated as an outlier by
standardized residuals or Mahalanobis distance, but not be considered overly influential to the
model according to the Cook’s distance. Cook’s distance did not indicate any influential data
points (Cook’s distance = .26 < 1.00) so the cases were not deleted (Field, 2009; Stevens, 1984).
No evidence of excessive multicollinearity was found for the data as all variance inflation factors
(VIF) were under 10 (VIF max = 2.14) and all tolerances were greater than .10 (tolerance min. =
.47). The histogram of standardized residuals and the P-P plots indicated normally distributed
errors. The scatterplot of standardized residuals indicated a slight fanning effect and may include
slight heteroscedasticity (Dimitrov, 2008; Field, 2009).
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The regression was found to be statistically significant, and the variables in the analysis
accounted for 36% of the variance in role ambiguity, R2 = .39, R2adjusted = .36, F (5,135) = 16.87,
p < .001. Role conflict and role incongruity contributed significantly and positively to the model.
Wellness and SCSE contributed significantly and negatively to the model. YIP was not a
significant contributor (Table 5).
Q1b: Role Conflict as Outcome
A multiple-regression analysis was conducted to explore if SCSE, wellness, role
ambiguity, and YIP predicted ones’ level of role conflict. Standardized residuals indicated no
outliers (max 2.23 < 3.29). Mahalanobis Distance indicated potential multivariate outliers with
case number 141 = 29.46 (critical value = 20.51, df = 5, p <.001) (Meyers et al., 2013), but
Cook’s distance did not indicate any overly influential data points (Cook’s distance = .12 < 1.00)
so the cases were not deleted. No evidence of multicollinearity was found for the data as all
variance inflation factors (VIF) were under 10 (VIF max = 1.56) and all tolerances were greater
than .10 (tolerance min. = .64). The histogram of standardized residuals and the P-P plots
indicated normally distributed errors. The scatterplot of standardized residuals indicated a slight
fanning effect and may include slight heteroscedasticity (Dimitrov, 2008; Field, 2009).
The regression was found to be statistically significant, and the variables in the analysis
accounted for 53% of the variance in role conflict, R2 = .54, R2adjusted = .53, F (5,135) = 32.06, p
< .001. Role ambiguity, role incongruity, and SCSE, contributed significantly and positively to
the model. YIP and wellness were not significant contributors as shown in Table 5.
Q1c: Incongruity as Outcome
A standard multiple-regression analysis was conducted to explore if SCSE, wellness, role
ambiguity, role conflict, and YIP predicted ones’ level of role incongruity. Standardized
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residuals indicated no outliers. Mahalanobis Distance test indicated case 141 = 31.21 as a
multivariate outlier (critical value = 20.51, df = 5, p <.001) (Meyers et al., 2013). Cook’s
distance did not indicate any overly influential cases, so the case remained in the regression. The
histogram of standardized residuals, P-P plots, and scatterplot of standardized residuals did not
indicate any concerns.
The regression was statistically significant, and the variables in the analysis accounted for
53% of the variance of role incongruity, R2 = .55, R2adjusted = .53, F (5,135) = 33.10, p < .001.
Ambiguity, conflict, and YIP contributed significantly and positively to the model, and no other
variables were significant, as is shown in Table 5.
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Table 5
Q1: Model Coefficients and Significance Levels
Question

Q1a

Q1b

Q1c

Outcome

Predictors
Constant
Wellness
SCSE
Ambiguity
Conflict
Incongruity
YIP
Constant
Wellness
Ambiguity
Conflict
Incongruity
SCSE
YIP
Constant
Wellness
Ambiguity
Incongruity
Conflict
SCSE
YIP

B
36.22
- 0.19
- 0.07
0.28
0.25
- 0.03
-1.24
0.00
0.15
0.60
0.03
- 0.04
1.83
0.01
0.16
0.71
- 0.01
0.08

SE
5.09
0.07
0.02
0.12
0.12
0.05
4.31
0.05
0.06
0.06
0.02
0.03
4.69
0.05
0.07
0.07
0.02
0.04

Β
- 0.23
- 0.26
0.24
0.23
- 0.05
0.01
0.18
0.65
0.15
- 0.07
0.02
0.17
0.64
- 0.20
0.13

t
7.12
- 2.96
- 3.24
2.43
2.36
- .66
- .29
.08
2.43
9.89
2.04
- 1.07
.39
.25
2.36
9.89
- .33
2.20

p
< .001
.004
< .001
.017
.020
.512
.773
.938
.017
< .001
.044
.286
.696
.800
.020
< .001
.745
.029

Research Question Two
Research question two (Q2) used regression analyses to examine if wellness moderated
the SCSE relationship with each role stressor. The remaining role stress variables, not included
as the outcome variable, and YIP were entered as covariates. The predictor and moderator were
mean centered prior to running the regression. Moderator effects were entered into the regression
by including the product term of the centered SCSE (predictor) and the centered wellness
(moderator).
Standardized residuals for Q2a indicated potential outliers for cases 30 (3.34) and 39
(3.41). Q2b and Q2c standardized residuals indicated a lack of potential outliers with no values
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higher than +/- 3.29. Case number 141 was beyond the critical region (critical value = 22.46, df =
6, p = .001) for the Mahalanobis distance for all three regressions (Q2a = 53.95, Q2b = 53.88,
Q2c = 55.24). Mahalanobis Distance is a multivariate test for outliers among the predictor
variables and will detect unusual combinations of scores (Meyers et al., 2013). A closer
examination of case 141 revealed this participant presented the lowest score on SCSE and
wellness as well as the third highest incongruity score. It is worth noting case number 141 also
reported the highest role ambiguity score. Cook’s distance did not indicate any overly influential
cases as all cases had values under 1.0 for all three regressions, therefore, any outliers detected
by the Mahalanobis Distance test remained in the analyses. No evidence of multicollinearity was
found for the data as all variance inflation factors (VIF) were under 10 and all tolerances were
greater than .10 (see Table 6). The histogram of standardized residuals and the P-P plots
indicated normally distributed errors. The scatterplot of standardized residuals did not indicate
heteroscedasticity (Dimitrov, 2008; Field, 2009). Table 7 provides the unstandardized and
standardized coefficients, standard error terms, t statistics, and p values for research question two
regressions.
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Table 6
Q2: Diagnostics Statistics
Mahalanobis Cook’s
D
D
Max
Max
53.95
.25

Question
Q2a: Ambiguity

Standardized
Residuals
min/max
- 2.07 3.52

Q2b: Conflict

- 2.62

2.26

53.88

Q2c: Incongruity

- 2.63

2.66

55.24

VIF
Max
2.14

Tolerance
.47

.26

1.62

.62

.09

1.63

.62

Covariates: Wellness, YIP, role stressors not used as outcome; df1 = 6, df2 = 134

The Q2a model explained 38% (R2adjusted) of the variance, and a significant moderator
effect was found for wellness on the relationship between SCSE and ambiguity, ΔR2 = .02, ΔF
(6, 134) = 5.349, p = .022. SCSE and wellness were significant and negative contributors to the
regression, conflict and incongruity were significant and positive contributors, and YIP was not a
significant contributor (see Table 7). Examination of the Figure 4 showed negative relationship
between SCSE and ambiguity. The moderator effect of wellness buffered the relationship
between SCSE and ambiguity. As the level of wellness decreased, the relationship between
SCSE and role ambiguity became more strongly negative. Those school counselors with low
SCSE and low wellness scores were the most likely to have the highest ambiguity scores.
Counselors with the highest SCSE (+ 2 SD) had similar ambiguity regardless of wellness. Closer
post hoc probing using the Johnson-Neyman technique revealed significance regions for the
interaction for all school counselors with wellness scores below 84.95 (B = - .05, p = .05). This
significance region includes 63.12% of the school counselors. The means and standard
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deviations of SCSE (M = 174.64, SD = 22.54), role ambiguity (M = 16.98; SD = 6.35), role
conflict (M = 17.91, SD = 5.32), role incongruity (M = 18.21, SD = 5.84), wellness (M = 81.19,
SD = 7.65), and YIP (M = 13.06, SD = 9.48) are included once again to aid in interpreting the
figures.

Figure 4. SCSE to Role Ambiguity Relationship Moderated by Wellness.

The Q2b model explained 52% (R2adjusted) of the variance, but no significant moderator
effect was found for wellness on the relationship between SCSE and role conflict, ΔR2 < .001,
ΔF (6,134) = 0.09, p = .760. SCSE, conflict, incongruity were significant positive contributors to
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the regression and wellness and YIP were not significant contributors (see Table 7). Examination
of Figure 5 showed a positive relationship between SCSE and role conflict at each level of
wellness. As SCSE scores increased so did the role conflict scores, regardless of wellness.

Figure 5. SCSE to Role Conflict Relationship Moderated by Wellness.

The Q2c model explained 53% (R2adjusted) of the variance, but no significant moderator
effect was found for wellness on the relationship between SCSE and role incongruity, ΔR2 <
.001, ΔF (6,134) = 0.002, p = .969. Ambiguity, conflict, and YIP contributed significantly and
positively to the regression, and SCSE and wellness were not significant contributors (see Table
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7). Examination of the Figure 6 showed a neutral relationship between SCSE and role
incongruity at each level of wellness. As SCSE scores increased, the role incongruity scores
remained flat, regardless of wellness.

Figure 6. SCSE to Role Incongruity Relationship Moderated by Wellness.
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Table 7
Regression Coefficients for Wellness as a Moderator of SCSE by Role Stressors
Question

Q2a

Q2b

Q2c

Outcome

Variables

Constant
SCSE
Wellness
Ambiguity SCSE x Wellness
Conflict
Incongruity
YIP
Constant
SCSE
Wellness
Conflict SCSE x Wellness
Ambiguity
Incongruity
YIP
Constant
SCSE
Wellness
Incongruity SCSE x Wellness
Ambiguity
Conflict
YIP

B

SE

7.87
- 0.07
- 0.19
0.01
0.28
0.25
- 0.06
4.98
0.03
0.01
0.00
0.15
0.60
- 0.03
1.86
- 0.01
0.01
0.00
0.16
0.71
0.08

1.63
0.02
0.06
0.00
0.12
0.11
0.05
1.23
0.02
0.05
0.00
0.06
0.06
0.04
1.41
0.02
0.05
0.00
0.07
0.07
0.04

β

- 0.24
- 0.23
0.16
0.23
0.23
- 0.09
0.14
0.01
- 0.02
0.18
0.65
- 0.06
- 0.02
0.02
0.00
0.17
0.64
0.13

t

p

4.84
- 3.04
- 3.01
2.31
2.43
2.32
- 1.22
4.06
2.01
.09
- .31
2.43
9.84
- .95
1.33
- .33
.26
- .04
2.32
9.84
2.13

< .001
.003
.003
.022
.016
.022
.224
< .001
.046
.927
.760
.016
< .001
.350
.188
.745
.800
.969
.022
< .001
.035
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Research Question Three
Research question three (Q3) used regression analyses to assess whether YIP interacted
with SCSE to predict each role stressor. The remaining role stress variables, not included as the
outcome variable, and wellness were entered as covariates. The predictor and moderator were
mean centered prior to running the regression and moderator effects were entered into the
regression by including the product term of the centered SCSE (predictor) and the centered YIP
(moderator).
Standardized residuals did not indicate any potential outliers with no values higher than
+/- 3.29 for Q3b or Q3c. Q3a did indicate a potential predictor outlier with a value of 3.53 for
case number 39. Mahalanobis distance test indicated case number 141 as a potential multivariate
outlier (critical value = 22.46, df = 6, p = .001) for all three regressions (see Table 8). Cook’s
Distance did not indicate any overly influential cases, so the outliers remained in the analyses.
No evidence of multicollinearity was found for the data as all variance inflation factors (VIF)
were under 10 and all tolerances were greater than .10. The histogram of standardized residuals
and the P-P plots indicated normally distributed errors. The scatterplot of standardized residuals
did not indicate heteroscedasticity (Dimitrov, 2008; Field, 2009). Table 9 provides the
unstandardized and standardized coefficients, standard error terms, t statistics, and p values for
research question three regressions.
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Table 8
Q3: Diagnostic Statistics
Mahalanobis Cook’s
D
D
VIF
Max
Max Max Tolerance
77.73
.27
2.15
.47

Question
Q3a: Ambiguity

Standardized
Residuals
min/max
- 2.03 3.53

Q3b: Conflict

- 2.53

2.33

78.39

.14

1.61

.62

Q3c: Incongruity

- 2.60

2.62

77.97

.18

1.64

.61

Covariates: Wellness, YIP, role stressors not included as outcome; df1 = 6, df2
= 134

The Q3a model explained 39% (R2adjusted) of the variance and a significant moderator
effect was found for YIP on the relationship between SCSE and ambiguity, ΔR2 = .03, ΔF
(6,134) = 6.27, p = .014. SCSE and wellness were significant negative contributors, conflict and
incongruity were significant positive contributors, and YIP was not significant (see Table 9).
Examination of Figure 7 demonstrated a negative relation between self-efficacy and ambiguity.
The moderator effect of YIP buffered the relationship between self-efficacy and role ambiguity
is demonstrated by the intersecting lines. YIP enhanced the negative relationship between selfefficacy and role ambiguity. Closer post hoc probing using the Johnson-Neyman technique
revealed significance regions for the interaction for all school counselors with YIP greater than
6.28 years (B = - .05, p = .05). This region includes 75.18% of the school counselors.
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Figure 7. SCSE to Role Ambiguity Relationship Moderated by YIP.

The Q3b model explained 54% (R2adjusted) of the variance, and YIP demonstrated a
moderator effect on the relationship between SCSE and role conflict, ΔR2 = .02, ΔF (6,134) =
5.21, p = .024. SCSE and ambiguity were significant and positive contributors and no other
variables were significant (see Table 9). Examination of the Figure 8 showed a positive
relationship between self-efficacy and role conflict. The moderator effect of YIP enhanced the
relationship between self-efficacy and role conflict is demonstrated by the intersecting lines.
Closer post hoc probing using the Johnson-Neyman technique revealed significance regions for
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the interaction for all school counselors with YIP greater than 11.41 years (B = .08, p = .05). This
region includes 46.81% of the school counselors.

Figure 8. SCSE to Role Conflict Relationship Moderated by YIP.

The Q3c model explained 53% of the variance but did not demonstrate any moderating
effects for YIP on the SCSE to role incongruity relationship, ΔR2 = 0.00, ΔF (6,134) = 0.00, p =
.981. Ambiguity, conflict, and YIP were significant and positive contributors to the model. No
other variables were significant (see Table 9). Examination of Figure 9 showed that as YIP
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increased so too did incongruity; as demonstrated by the flat parallel lines, SCSE had no impact
on incongruity. The Johnson-Neyman technique revealed no regions of significance at any point.

Figure 9. SCSE to Role Incongruity Relationship Moderated by YIP.
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Table 9
Q3: Regression Coefficients for YIP as a Moderator of SCSE x Role Stressors
Question

Q3a

Q3b

Q3c

Outcome

Variables
Constant
SCSE
YIP
Ambiguity
SCSE x YIP
Conflict
Incongruity
Wellness
Constant
SCSE
YIP
Conflict
SCSE x YIP
Ambiguity
Incongruity
Wellness
Constant
SCSE
YIP
Incongruity
SCSE x YIP
Ambiguity
Conflict
Wellness

B
19.46
- 0.08
- 0.03
0.00
0.33
0.24
- 0.16
5.72
0.04
- 0.03
0.00
0.17
0.57
- 0.02
1.86
- 0.00
0.08
0.00
0.16
0.70
0.01

SE B
5.72
0.02
0.05
0.00
0.12
0.11
0.07
4.30
0.02
0.03
0.00
0.06
0.06
0.05
4.80
0.02
0.04
0.00
0.07
0.07
0.05

Β
- 0.27
- 0.05
- 0.17
0.27
0.22
- 0.19
0.16
- 0.06
0.14
0.21
0.63
- 0.02
- 0.02
0.13
0.00
0.17
0.64
0.02

t
4.05
- 3.45
- .68
- 2.50
2.82
2.31
- 2.36
1.33
2.25
- 1.01
2.28
2.82
9.53
- .33
.39
- .32
2.20
.02
2.31
9.53
.25

P
< .001
.001
.500
.014
.005
.023
.020
.327
.026
.313
.024
.005
.454
.743
.699
.750
.030
.981
.023
< .001
.807
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Research Question Four
Research question four (Q4) examined effects of gender on the relationships between
SCSE, role ambiguity, role conflict, and role incongruity. Separate moderation analyses were run
to examine for any unique variance accounted for by gender. Each analysis contained all the
variables of the previous models, but entered gender as the moderator into the regression
equations. Each predictor variable was mean centered previous to obtaining the moderator
product (Hayes, 2013). Before the analyses were conducted, there were concerns regarding
sample size and unequal variances between the subgroups of gender. These are problematic
conditions for the power of multiple-regression analyses (Aguinis & Gottfredson, 2010). Results
must be cautiously interpreted in light of this fact.
Standardized residuals indicated a potential outlier for case 39 in Q3a. Mahalanobis test
revealed multivariate outliers beyond the critical region (24.32). Cases 100 and 141 were outliers
for all three regressions, and case 42 was an outlier for Q4a and Q4c. Cook’s Distances were
within an acceptable range under 1.0 (max. = .20) and did not indicate influential cases for any
regressions so all cases remained in the analyses. Multicollinearity was not a concern as all VIFs
were well under 10 (max. 2.18) and tolerances were above .10 (min. = .46) (see Table 10). The
histograms, P-P plots, and scatterplots were all acceptable. The unstandardized and standardized
coefficients, standard error term, t statistic and p values for research question four are provided
in Table 11.
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Table 10
Q4: Diagnostic Statistics

Question
Q4a: Ambiguity

Standardized Mahalanobis
Residuals
D
Cook’s D VIF
min/max
Max
max
max
- 1.95 3.54
33.04
.20
2.18

Q4b: Conflict

- 2.50 2.28

33.00

.08

1.88

.53

Q4c: Incongruity - 2.67 2.57

32.99

.06

1.95

.51

Tolerance
.46

Covariates: Wellness, YIP, role stressors not as outcome; df1 = 7, df2 = 133

The Q4a model explained 36% (R2adjusted) of the variance and no moderating effects for
gender were demonstrated, t(133) = 0.70, p = .486. SCSE and wellness were significant negative
contributors to the regression, conflict and incongruity were significant positive contributors, and
YIP and gender were not significant contributors (see Table 11). As shown in Figure 10, there
was a negative relationship between SCSE and role ambiguity scores. Gender was not a
significant contributor to the model, but the overall model was significant.

74

Figure 10. SCSE to Role Ambiguity Relationship Moderated by Gender.

The Q4b model explained 53% (R2adjusted) of the variance and no moderating effects for
gender were demonstrated, t(133) = - 0.97, p = .332. SCSE, ambiguity, and incongruity were
significant positive contributors to the regression and the remaining variables did not
significantly contribute to the model (see Table 11). As seen in Figure 11, females with lower
SCSE reported lower role conflict scores than males. As the female SCSE scores increased, the
conflict scores increased until the conflict scores were nearly identical for males and females at 2
SD.
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Figure 11. SCSE to Role Conflict Relationship Moderated by Gender.

The Q4c model explained 56% (R2adjusted) of the variance and no moderating effects for
gender were demonstrated, t(133) = 0.26, p = .798. Ambiguity, conflict, and YIP were significant
positive contributors and all other variables did not contribute to the model (see Table 11).
Examination of Figure 12 showed a neutral relationship between SCSE and incongruity as
demonstrated by the flat regression lines. Females did report higher incongruity scores than
males.
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Figure 12. SCSE to Role Incongruity Relationship Moderated by Gender.
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Table 11
Q4: Regression Coefficients for Gender as a Moderator of SCSE x Role Stressors
Question

Q4a

Q4b

Q4c

Outcome

Variables
Constant
SCSE
Gender
SCSE x Gender
Ambiguity
Conflict
Incongruity
Wellness
YIP
Constant
SCSE
Gender
SCSE x Gender
Conflict
Ambiguity
Incongruity
Wellness
YIP
Constant
SCSE
Gender
SCSE x Gender
Incongruity
Ambiguity
Conflict
Wellness
YIP

B
23.32
- 0.08
- 0.34
0.03
0.30
0.25
- 0.19
- 0.03
3.77
0.04
1.32
- 0.03
0.15
0.60
0.01
- 0.03
1.67
- 0.01
- 1.27
0.01
0.15
0.72
0.00
0.08

SE
5.86
0.03
1.15
0.04
0.12
0.11
0.07
0.05
4.41
0.02
0.82
0.03
0.06
0.06
0.05
0.03
4.84
0.02
0.89
0.04
0.07
0.07
0.05
0.04

β
- 0.29
- 0.02
0.06
0.25
0.23
- 0.23
- 0.05
0.18
0.10
- 0.07
0.18
0.66
0.02
- 0.06
- 0.03
- 0.08
0.02
0.16
0.65
0.00
0.13

t
3.98
- 3.19
- .30
.70
2.49
2.26
- 2.90
- .71
.86
2.26
1.61
- .97
2.49
9.96
.22
- .95
.35
- .43
-1.42
.26
2.26
9.96
.09
2.12

p
< .001
.002
.766
.486
.014
.026
.004
.481
.394
.026
.109
.332
.014
< .001
.823
.346
.730
.670
.159
.798
.026
< .001
.930
.036
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Research Question Five
Research question five (Q5) examined effects of school setting on the relationships
between SCSE, role ambiguity, role conflict, and role incongruity. Separate moderation analyses
were run to examine for any unique variance accounted for by school setting. Each analysis
contained all the variables of the previous models, but entered school setting as the moderator
into the regression equations. Each predictor variable was mean centered previous to obtaining
the moderator product (Hayes, 2013). Before the analyses were conducted, there were concerns
regarding sample size and unequal variances between the subgroups of school setting. These are
problematic conditions for the power of multiple-regression analyses (Aguinis & Gottfredson,
2010). All results must be cautiously interpreted in light of this fact.
School setting was entered into the regression equation to account for moderating effects
of school setting on the relationships between role ambiguity, role conflict, role incongruity, and
SCSE. For all the setting moderation analyses standardized residuals were all under +/- 3.29.
Mahalanobis distances indicated several cases beyond the critical value (27.83), but Cook’s
Distances were within an acceptable range under 1.0 (max. = .28). No cases were deleted.
Multicollinearity was not a concern as all VIFs were well under 10 (max. 2.48) and tolerances
were above .1 (min = .40) (see Table 12). The scatterplots did not suggest heteroscedasticity.
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Table 12
Q5: Diagnostic Statistics

Question
Q5a: Ambiguity

Standardized Mahalanobis Cook’s
Residuals
D
D
min/max
Max
Max
- 2.10 3.56
46.83
.16

VIF
max
2.34

Tolerance
.43

Q5b: Conflict

- 2.48 2.11

44.97

.14

2.45

.41

Q5c: Incongruity - 2.21 2.86

42.35

.28

2.48

.40

Covariates: Wellness, YIP, role stressors not as outcome; df1 = 9, df2 = 131

The Q5a model explained 37% (R2adjusted) of the variance and the model was statistically
significant, F(9, 131) = 10.18, p < .001. As with the previous models with role ambiguity as the
outcome, role conflict (p = .023) and role incongruity (p = .016) were significant and positively
contributing to the model; and SCSE (p < .001), and wellness (p = .009) were all significant and
negative predictors in the model when rural setting was the reference group (rural = 0) (see Table
13). The interaction terms represents a difference in slopes when the suburban and urban settings
are each compared to the rural reference group. The urban setting slope did not differ
significantly from the regression line of the rural setting reference group (p = .707). As seen in
Figure 13, the suburban setting did differ significantly from the rural setting (p = .024). A second
regression was run to compare the slope of the suburban setting to the slope of the urban setting
and the slopes were not significantly different (p = .299). As in earlier models with role
ambiguity as the outcome, SCSE increased role ambiguity decreased for school counselors in
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rural and urban settings. This was not the case for school counselors in suburban settings.
Regardless of SCSE level, suburban school counselor’s ambiguity scores remained constant.
Rural school counselors’ role ambiguity scores were lower as SCSE increased. Due to unequal
and small subgroup sample sizes the results of this regression may not be reliable.

Figure 13. SCSE to Role Ambiguity Relationship Moderated by Setting.

The Q5b model explained 54% (R2adjusted) of the variance and the model was statistically
significant, F(9, 131) = 18.81, p < .001. Role Incongruity and role ambiguity were significant
and positive contributors to the model. All other variables were nonsignificant contributors (see
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Table 13). Examination of Figure 14 revealed as SCSE increased so too did role conflict,
regardless of school setting. No significant differences were found when the slopes of suburban
setting (p = .794) and urban setting (p = .363) were compared to rural setting. Next, a second
regression analysis was run to compare the slopes of suburban and urban setting, which were not
significantly different (p = .490). Due to unequal and small subgroup sample sizes the results of
this regression may not be reliable.

Figure 14. SCSE to Role Conflict Relationship Moderated by Setting.
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The 5Qc model explained 56% (R2adjusted) of the variance and the model was statistically
significant, F(9, 131) = 21.02, p = < .001. Role ambiguity (p = .016) and role incongruity (p <
.001) significantly and positively contributed to the model, and suburban setting significantly and
negatively contributed to the model (p = .001). All other variables were not significant (see Table
13). Examination of Figure 15 revealed little change in role incongruity regardless of SCSE level
for rural and urban settings, but the slope of suburban setting indicated a decrease in role
incongruity as SCSE increased. Upon closer review, there was no significant differences found
for the urban (p =.828) and suburban (p = .543) groups when compared to the rural setting group.
A second regression was run to compare the regression lines of the suburban and urban group
and no significant difference was found (p = .561). Due to unequal and small subgroup sample
sizes the results may not be reliable.
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Figure 15. SCSE to Role Incongruity Relationship Moderated by Setting.
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Table 13
Q5: Regression Coefficients for Setting as a Moderator of SCSE x Role Stressors
Question

Q5a

Q5b

Q5c

Outcome

Variables
Constant
SCSE
Suburban
Urban
SCSE x Suburban
Ambiguity
SCSE x Urban
Conflict
Incongruity
Wellness
YIP
Constant
SCSE
Suburban
Urban
SCSE x Suburban
Conflict
SCSE x Urban
Ambiguity
Incongruity
Wellness
YIP
Constant
SCSE
Suburban
Urban
SCSE x Suburban
Incongruity
SCSE x Urban
Ambiguity
Conflict
Wellness
YIP

B
21.62
- 0.11
0.41
- 0.91
0.10
0.02
0.27
0.27
- 0.17
- 0.28
5.21
0.03
1.19
1.88
0.01
0.04
0.14
0.60
- 0.10
- 0.03
1.72
0.00
- 2.56
- 0.50
- 0.02
0.01
0.16
0.68
0.02
0.07

SE
5.85
0.03
1.00
1.48
0.04
0.07
0.12
0.11
0.07
0.05
4.41
0.02
0.71
1.05
0.03
0.05
0.06
0.06
0.05
0.03
4.71
0.02
0.73
1.13
0.03
0.05
0.07
0.07
0.05
0.04

β
- 0.39
0.03
- 0.05
0.19
0.03
0.23
0.25
- 0.21
- 0.04
0.11
0.10
0.11
0.02
0.06
0.17
0.66
- 0.02
- 0.06
0.00
- 0.21
- 0.03
- 0.04
0.01
0.17
0.62
0.03
0.11

t
3.69
- 3.87
.41
- .62
2.28
.38
2.30
2.43
- 2.64
- .57
1.18
1.24
1.67
1.78
.26
.91
2.30
9.53
- .21
- .97
.36
.00
- 3.51
- .44
- .61
.22
2.43
9.53
.38
1.86

p
< .001
< .001
.683
.537
.024
.707
.023
.016
.009
.572
.239
.219
.097
.077
.794
.363
.023
< .001
.833
.333
.717
.998
.001
.659
.543
.828
.016
< .001
.706
.065
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Summary of Findings
In this chapter the results of the study were reported. In the next chapter, the findings will
be discussed. This sample of 141 high school counselors comprised mostly rural female
counselors from numerous states. The sample provided data from first year counselors to
counselors near the end of their careers. As a group, these counselors felt well trained for their
careers, felt their roles were consistent year to year, were planning to remain in the field, and
identified as an educator more than as a mental health professional.

CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
Overview of Research
High school counselors work in stressful environments of competing demands, unclear
expectations, and limited resources. These role stressors create workplace environments that lead
to job dissatisfaction, burnout, and turnover (Hooper, 1998; Moyer, 2011; Stickel, 1991).
Professional counseling organizations, multiple stakeholders, and school counselors perpetuate
role stressors as each maintains expectations of what counselors should be doing. Self-efficacy is
a construct that can be developed within school counselors to help them deal with challenges and
obstacles and encourages them to set goals and be innovative. Sufficient self-efficacy can lower
the threats that role stressors pose to school counselors.
The relationship of self-efficacy and role stressors does not exist within a vacuum; other
variables such as wellness, years in profession, gender, and school setting were explored for
moderating effects. Wellness, as defined for the study, is a holistic component of individuals’
lives. The Indivisible Self wellness model includes symbiotic relationships among individuals’
physical, cognitive, emotive, spiritual, and relational wellness across all contexts, including work
(Myers & Sweeney, 2008). Wellness was examined as a moderator of the self-efficacy and role
stressor relationships because self-efficacy and role stressors are found within the Indivisible Self
wellness model. School counselor self-efficacy development occurs overtime through
interpretation of experiences, so years in profession was examined for moderating effects.
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Finally, two demographic variables, gender and school setting, were examined for moderating
effects.
SCSE, Ambiguity, and Wellness,
SCSE significantly and negatively correlated with role ambiguity in Q2a. Self-efficacy
helps counselors perceive duties as manageable or beyond their abilities. Counselors with higher
self-efficacy may perceive fewer duties as ambiguous. However, the same task given to
counselors with lower self-efficacy may perceive themselves as lacking the skills to complete the
task and thus judge more tasks to be ambiguous. If duties are unclear, self-doubts can grow,
making it difficult for individuals to develop self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997) or the motivation to
complete the tasks (Bandura, 1986). Clearly defined tasks are opportunities to further develop
self-efficacy.
It is important for school districts to have defined school counselor duties even if duties
are not appropriate for school counselors. Clearly defined tasks are more likely to be completed
and to promote self-efficacy development. With ill-defined tasks, counselors require more
guidance, time, and effort, which could actually lessen their self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Low
self-efficacy (Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Lai & Chen, 2012) and high ambiguity (Burnham &
Jackson, 2000; Cervoni & DeLucia-Waack, 2011; Coll & Freeman, 1997; Glissmeyer, Bishop, &
Fass, 2007; Rayle, 2006) can result in less job satisfaction and employees leaving their jobs or
the careers. If role ambiguity is not corrected, then counselors entering the field face the same
dilemma as those they replaced.
Research question Q2a showed statistically significant enhancing effect for wellness on
the negative relationship between SCSE and role ambiguity (Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004). Both
self-efficacy theory and the Invisible Self wellness model connect self-efficacy to wellness. The
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higher functioning, or more well, individuals are more likely to accept challenges, overcome
obstacles, and continue to develop self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). This outcome could be an
important finding for school counselors. As discussed, the school counselors’ role is historically,
and remains, ambiguous. Counselors often find themselves facing unclear expectations
(Baggerly & Osborn, 2006; Chandler et al., 2008). Through the self-efficacy development
processes (mastery experiences, vicarious learning, social persuasion, and psychological
responses), over time counselors are able to increase their self-efficacy for the once ambiguous
role. New school counselors may be at a particular risk to have lower SCSE since they lack the
experiences to develop their self-efficacy. Wellness is important for all counselors, but it may be
particularly important for school counselors early in their careers while they are developing selfefficacy for the duties required.
This study suggests wellness is another factor to consider that reduces the perception of
role ambiguity. Role ambiguity can have costs for school counselors and the schools. Multiple
studies found a negative relationship between role ambiguity and job satisfaction (Burnham &
Jackson, 2000; Cervoni & DeLucia-Waack, 2011; Coll & Freeman, 1997). Subsequently, job
satisfaction has a negative correlation with employee turnover (Lai & Chen, 2012). Wellness
presents lifestyle choices that can be implemented to buffer role ambiguity. Many factors of the
Indivisible Self model are self-directed behaviors: nutrition, exercise, sleep, creativity,
spirituality, leisure, relationships, and stress management, to name a few (Myers & Sweeney,
2005b). By choosing to implement a wellness lifestyle, school counselors may increase their job
satisfaction, career longevity, and performance. Strength-based counseling interventions promote
development of the wellness components to create more well individuals (Myers et al., 2011).
Self-care, which is the intentional promotion of personal wellness, continues to be lacking for
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many counselors and counselors-in-training, which leads to burnout and impaired counseling
skills (Cummins et al., 2007; Sadler-Gerhardt & Stevenson, 2011; Thompson, Frick, & TriceBlack, 2011).
These are important concerns for individuals because becoming a school counselor is a
large commitment. Years of training and great expense is required to enter the field. After such
an undertaking, individuals may be reluctant to leave the profession, even under unpleasant
conditions. Unsatisfied school counselors employed in poor work conditions can cause unwell
counselors with diminished work performance (Lawson, 2007). This diminished work
performance means students and schools suffer. Since wellness is an interconnected construct,
poor wellness areas left unchecked may cause other factors of the Indivisible Self to suffer.
(Myers & Sweeney, 2005b). Wellness seems worth the time and effort to instill into the training,
professional development, and employment of school counselors.
SCSE, Ambiguity, and YIP
For Q3a the Johnson-Neyman significance regions indicated after 6.28 years in
profession a significant buffer effect existed on the negative relationship between SCSE and
ambiguity. For this study the average school counselor had 13 years of experience (SD = 9.48).
YIP relates to the time school counselors had for self-efficacy development experiences. Mastery
experiences, vicarious learning, social persuasion, and physiological reactions, require school
counselors to be engaged in the school counseling career to enhance school counselor selfefficacy development. Over time as occupational experience is garnered self-efficacy for the
position grows (Lunenburg, 2011). This self-efficacy development can occur whether the
occupational experiences are identified as appropriate school counselor activities or not. In fact,
while school counselors have higher self-efficacy for appropriate counseling duties, counselors
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with higher self-efficacy for inappropriate duties have shown higher career satisfaction
(Baggerly & Osborn, 2006). The more important factor may be consistency of the demands
asked of the school counselors. If the tasks remain consistent, self-efficacy can grow as the
counselor assimilates these tasks into their repertoire of skills year after year. In the current
study, school counselors felt their roles had remained consistent from year to year, which would
encourage self-efficacy development. Perhaps after six years self-efficacy levels are achieved
that significantly lower individuals’ perceived role ambiguity. High ambiguity lowers job
satisfaction and effects performance, which then affects student services. Many new school
counselors may experience low job satisfaction or leave the profession before developing six
years of self-efficacy to buffer the effects of role ambiguity. If so, this finding speaks to the
importance of attempts to encourage new school counselors’ self-efficacy and retention.
SCSE, Conflict, and YIP
SCSE significantly and positively correlated to role conflict. Research question Q3b
supported an enhancing effect for 11.41 years or more in the profession on the positive
relationship between SCSE and role conflict. This finding may seem counterintuitive that SCSE
was positively related to role conflict. While further research is warranted in this particular area,
I offer a few possible explanations. Longevity can explain the enhancing effect of years in
profession relationship. The longer school counselors remain in a school the more time there is to
add more duties to the role, thereby increasing the opportunities for role conflict. Without
defined expectations, such as provided by CDSC programs, a school counselors’ role is always
haunted by the “other duties as assigned” label. On a more positive note, school counselors
fostering higher levels of self-efficacy are better equipped to manage higher levels of role
conflict. School counselors who have higher self-efficacy may appear more competent at their
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job or more willing to accept additional roles (Ernst, 2012). Then they are asked to do more by
the stakeholders or feel capable of meeting more demands, than counselors who have lower selfefficacy. If counselors successfully complete conflicting tasks, they gain a sense of
accomplishment that further enhances their self-efficacy. This accomplishment places school
counselors with the higher self-efficacy in positions more likely to experience more conflicting
roles, but also in positions to enhance self-efficacy. A well-developed sense of self-efficacy
makes school counselors more likely to accept bigger challenges and set loftier goals. School
counselors with higher self-efficacy may be more likely to engage in more assertive advocacy
efforts. Advocacy can place school counselors at odds with other professionals in the building,
creating role conflict.
SCSE, Ambiguity, and School Setting
The final significant moderation suffers from unequal and small sample sizes across the
three school settings making the results unreliable. A possible moderation effect was found for
school setting on the relationship between SCSE and role ambiguity. The rural regression line
differed significantly from the suburban regression line. Suburban school counselors’ role
ambiguity scores remained relatively flat across all levels of SCSE. However, rural school
counselors’ scores were negatively related to role ambiguity. Urban school counselors’ scores
were also negatively related to role ambiguity, but not significantly different from rural or
suburban scores. This finding implies there are differences between rural and suburban settings
that cause a change in the relationship between self-efficacy and role ambiguity. There are issues
of sample size in this study, but future studies could more closely examine for potential
differences between school settings on the self-efficacy role stressors relationships. I offer a few
areas to explore.
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Differences may exist for suburban high school counselors when compared to rural high
school counselors. These differences may exist for the roles of the school counselor, the structure
of the school, or may be a product of the rural versus suburban communities. Perhaps the roles of
the suburban counselors in this study remained ambiguous, regardless of self-efficacy, as a result
of working in a larger school or larger counseling departments. As the school structure becomes
more expansive it may become increasingly difficult to communicate and satisfy expectations
from numerous administrators, other stakeholders, and even among the personal schemas of each
school counselor. Rural school settings may offer a jack-of-all-trades role and lack resources
available in suburban settings, but there are fewer principals setting expectations and smaller
counseling departments. With fewer sources of expectations, the rural high school counselor may
be able to decrease role ambiguity as self-efficacy increases. However, suburban counselors must
meet the demands of more administrators and the internal preferences of larger counseling
departments. Further research is warranted in this area to better understand if this is a real
phenomenon or a result of sample size discrepancies.
Summary of Implications of the Current Study
School counselors may leave the field if faced with too much job stress. This may be
especially true for new school counselors when many tasks are new and expectations from
stakeholders may be unclear. There remains some incongruence between what skills are learned
in counseling programs and what duties are demanded of school counselors. This incongruence
is in part due to the ongoing debate whether school counselors are mental health professionals in
education or education professionals with mental health training (Reiner & Hernandez, 2013).
The two positions are not mutually exclusive, but incongruence about this definition can exist
between school counselors, their stakeholders, and their professional organizations (Barnett,
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2010; King & Stretch, 2013; Perkins et al., 2010; Reiner & Hernandez, 2013). The bulk of
school counselor training focuses on mental health services, but ASCA emphasizes
accountability and academic achievement (Reiner & Hernandez, 2013).
With experience and time, roles and expectations become more defined and counselors
have the opportunity to enhance their self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). This change means the early
years in profession and continued training are crucial for school counselors. Wellness and YIP
both demonstrated a buffering effect on self-efficacy and role ambiguity relationship. Wellness is
a construct that can be intentionally fostered in school counselors to help manage the effects of
role ambiguity.
Limitations of the Current Study
There were several limitations to consider with this web-based survey study (Bethlehem,
2010). Technology was utilized to generate the sample and to administer the survey so less
technologically proficient school counselors may be less likely to complete the survey. There are
over one hundred fifty questions on the survey so the total length of the survey may have
deterred participation. As with all self-selection surveys, there is bias of who participates.
Counselors who are “more well” may be more likely to participate than “less well” counselors.
Respondents answering survey questions regarding personal characteristics can be influenced by
social desirability. Finally, this study is cross-sectional design, which limits causal
interpretations, but can show direction of associations (Grau et al., 2001).
It is worth noting this study is examining school counselor perceptions of their selfefficacy, wellness, and role stressors at one specific point in time. Perhaps a counselor took the
survey on a particularly stressful or slow workweek. Maybe the counselor just completed a task
they are especially competent in or just left a meeting where they were given another
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noncounseling duty. Given at another time of day or year perhaps their perceptions would be
different. In addition, ones’ perceptions can be biased by their experiences. What one counselor
deemed as a school with extreme expectations and job stressors, another counselor with higher
self-efficacy, higher wellness, and more years of experience may be perceive as another day at
the office.
It seems the majority of counselors in this study were in conditions to develop
professional self-efficacy. The majority of counselors in this study felt well prepared for their
career, experienced role consistency, planned to remain in the profession, had worked as a school
counselor for over a decade, and identified themselves as an educator. These demographics
indicate a degree of readiness, consistency, commitment, and congruence for the profession that
may not represent the entire school counselor population.

Moderation Loss of Power Issues
Missing an interaction due to loss of power is a common issue in moderator studies
(Aguinis & Stone-Romero, 1997). These Type II errors are important because researchers then
fail to detect moderation effects. Missing the interaction could lead researchers to discontinue
lines of research that may be helpful. Researchers may incorrectly suggest treatments equally
across groups when group differences fail to be detected due to low power (Aguinis, Beaty,
Boik, & Pierce, 2005). Several problems with moderation analysis may cause a loss of power. As
power is reduced, the likelihood of discovering moderator effects is also reduced. Many studies
failed to discover interactions due to loss of power considerations (Aguinis et al., 2005; Jaccard
& Wan, 1995; Shieh, 2009). Many researchers have discussed the loss of power issues with
sample size, subsample sizes, range restriction, scale reliability, and scale coarseness (Aguinis &
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Gottfredson, 2010; Aguinis & Stone-Romero, 1997; Chang, 1994; Frazier et al., 2004; Jaccard &
Wan, 1995; Mathieson & Doane, 2005; Russell & Bobko, 1992) and these issues should be
discussed as potential methodological issues in this study. The combined effects of these
contributors lower the power of moderator research to near chance levels (Aguinis & StoneRomero, 1997). Therefore, it is important to consider each when conducting moderated multipleregression research to maximize the power of the study.
Sample Size
As the expected moderator effect size decreases, the size of the sample must increase; if a
large moderator effect is expected, then the sample sizes can be relatively smaller (Frazier et al.,
2004). Since researchers are often looking for small effect sizes (R2 = .02), the sample sizes must
be relatively large to detect such small interactions. Continuous and categorical moderators are
concerned with the sample size being adequate, but categorical variables are influenced by
subgroup sample sizes and ratios (Aguinis & Gottfredson, 2010). Power is increased the closer
the categorical moderators’ ratio is to 50/50 and if the subgroup samples are of sufficient size
(Aguinis & Gottfredson, 2010). Regarding the categorical moderators in this study, the gender
subgroup ratio (18:82) was skewed towards women (n = 116) and men had a small subgroup size
(n = 25), thus reducing the power. School setting was another categorical moderator that suffered
from reduced the power. The school setting ratios were not evenly distributed and were not of
adequate size (urban = 15, suburban = 45, rural = 81). Despite attempting to distribute surveys to
every state school counselor association, several counselor educator programs, popular school
counselor Facebook pages, blog sites, and my own personal contacts, the overall sample size
achieved 141 participants. I knew there would be a concern with the regression analysis for
subgroup sample sizes. For future research to be more effective, larger sample sizes and
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subgroup sizes need to be achieved. While subgroup ratios differ for gender and school setting
exist, the power of these categorical analyses were too low to detect any meaning in the
differences in the regressions.
Range Restriction
Range restriction refers to the unequal probability of all members of a population to be
selected for the sample (Aguinis, 1995; Frazier et al., 2004). Range restriction contributes to a
reduction in power (Aguinis & Stone-Romero, 1997; Aguinis, 1995; McClelland & Judd, 1993).
Therefore, careful considerations should be made when recruiting participants to avoid loss of
power. To improve range attempts were made to increase the variety of the sample. Sampling
efforts were made to include nonmembers of state or national school counselor organizations
because it was theorized there may be a difference between school counselors who join
professional organizations and those who do not. It was a concern to get high school counselors
from different school settings. While it was planned to only survey high school counselors, this
may have restricted the range and reduced the total sample size. If elementary and middle school
counselors were included as participants range and power would increase.
Scale Coarseness
Scale coarseness refers to the collapsing of a continuous variable to a relatively few scale
points (Mathieson & Doane, 2005). When responses to a continuous variable are collapsed to fit
onto a Likert-type item scale, the sensitivity of the measure is reduced and is more difficult to
differentiate between individuals’ responses. This coarseness results in a loss of power (Russell
& Bobko, 1992). Ideally, the outcome variable will have as many responses as the product of the
predictor and the moderator variables (Frazier et al., 2004; Russell & Bobko, 1992). In this
study, the Role Questionnaire presented participants with a 7-point Likert-type scale, the SCSE
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provided a 5-point Likert-type scale, and the 5F-Wel was measured on a 4-point Likert-type
scale. When an RQ item was the predictor and wellness was the moderator, the participants’
SCSE scores should be measured on at least a 28-point Likert-type scale. When SCSE was the
predictor and wellness was the moderator, the RQ construct should be measured on at least a 20point Likert-type scale. To make sure measures with established reliability and validity were
used it was necessary to accept the Likert-type scales provided by the creators of the surveys. For
future research, computer programs and web-based survey designs exist that can offer more
response options, which will increase the power of the study (Frazier et al., 2004; Mathieson &
Doane, 2005). It seems unrealistic this issue of power will be resolved until more measures are
constructed using this technology with confirmed validity and reliability or the established
measures are adapted.

Other Moderators
As with any regression analysis there is the possibility more appropriate variables were
excluded from the model. Researchers have found counselor/principal relationships and
counselor supervision also influence counselors’ roles, perceptions of work, retention, burnout,
job satisfaction, and wellness (Barnes, 2004; Clemens et al., 2009; Dollarhide, Smith, &
Lemberger, 2007; Lenz, Sangganjanavanich, Balkin, Oliver, & Smith, 2012; Moyer, 2011).
Including these constructs may have revealed a more complete picture of the high school
counselors’ experience as it relates to roles, self-efficacy, and wellness. Future studies may wish
to include an assessment of the counselor/principal relationship and counselor supervision.
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Future Implications
A closer examination of school counselors in the infancy of their careers may yield
different results. In this study, there were only 26 counselors with less than five years of
experience. If self-efficacy is not fostered in these early years, perhaps there is a tipping point
when the decision is made to continue or leave the profession. Attrition is costly for the
counselor, the school, and the students. Future research could more deeply explore self-efficacy
development and wellness differences between newer counselors versus longer tenured school
counselors.
Future research should explore the second-order and third-order wellness components for
effects on the SCSE and role stressor relationships. With more specific components identified,
individuals’ efforts could be intensified in particular wellness areas. For example, related to the
work wellness component, adequate supervision (Culbreth et al., 2005) and relationship with the
school principals (Clemens et al., 2009) have shown positive effects for school counselors.
School counselors with lower work wellness, could seek peer supervision or improved working
relationships with principals. Other counselors with low creativity wellness could implement
creative writing self-care strategies (Warren, Morgan, Morris, & Morris, 2010). With a proper
wellness assessment, strengths and weakness of the Indivisible Self can be identified and
appropriate wellness interventions can be implemented for specific individual needs.
Several studies have shown higher job satisfaction when a positive relationship exists
with principals who understand the roles of school counselors (Cervoni, 2007; Clemens et al.,
2009; Mitcham-Smith, 2005). School principals define many of the school counselors’ tasks.
Role stressors may be a direct measure of the relationship between administration and the school
counselor. It is important for school counselors to continue to educate school administrators
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about what duties they are trained to perform. School counselors who engage in an open dialogue
with their administrators may go a long way to increasing their job satisfaction.
Unfortunately, role stressors seems to remain rooted in what it means to be a school
counselor. It is crucial for counselor education programs to prepare students for these stressors
and prepare them in ways that addresses more of the duties asked of them by stakeholders. It is
beneficial for school counseling training programs to address the role stressors of the profession
(Burnham & Jackson, 2000). This training would decrease the impact of initial role stressors and
instead foster self-efficacy for these tasks. Counselor training programs have shown the ability to
increase self-efficacy by providing proper experiences and support (Daniels & Larson, 2001).
The more prepared new school counselors are for all the duties asked of them, the less job stress
they may feel, and the more likely they will survive those early years. According to this study, it
may take six years before the experience of being a school counselor helps buffer the impact of
role ambiguity. Counselors with low self-efficacy and low wellness may leave the profession
before gaining the experiences needed to development their self-efficacy. School districts can
take steps to foster self-efficacy by providing clear job descriptions that match counselors’
training and counselors must seek professional development for all tasks asked of them.
Supervision is found to help shape counselors role expectations and perceptions of role
stress (Culbreth et al., 2005). Supervision may offer a critical reality check for new professionals
entering the field, which prepares them for the role stressors to come. Supervision provides a
means of professional identity development that incorporates the realities of school counseling
into the early stages of professional identity formation.
Wellness provides buffering effects of role ambiguity, which can have harmful effects on
one’s career. The focus on wellness can begin in counselor training programs as counselor self-
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care is discussed to enhance our ability to provide effective services. It is not enough to give lip
service to the importance of wellness without actually teaching what wellness is. Individuals can
seek to enhance wellness in any or all of the different selves: Essential, Creative, Coping, Social,
and Physical. Not only is self-care good for those school counselors serve, but for the counselors
and their career satisfaction.
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RECRUITMENT E-MAIL

Recruitment E-mail
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Calling All High School Counselors
Hello, my name is Nathan Underwood, I am a doctoral candidate at Northern Illinois
University, and I’m conducting research examining the relationship between high school
counselor role stress, self-efficacy, and wellness. My study is called School Counselor Wellness
as a Moderating Factor between Role Stress and Self-Efficacy. This study is an attempt to
achieve a greater understanding of the experience of high school counselors, the effect on selfefficacy, and the influence of wellness on this relationship.
There are several potential benefits to participation:
•

You help contribute to the understanding of school counselors’ experiences.

•

You may identify areas of role stress in your workplace that can be remediated.

•

You will reflect on your own experience as a school counselor, thus expanding selfawareness.

The survey will take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. All information is collected
anonymously and participants who fully complete the survey will have the chance to enter into a
drawing for a $250 Visa gift card. If you are interested in completing the study, it can be
accessed at: http://transform.mindgarden.com/survey/12713
Please feel free to forward this email to other high school counselors who may be interested in
completing the study.
Questions regarding the study can be directed to this researcher at underwng@gmail.com or my
dissertation supervisor, Dr. Charlie Myers at cemyers@niu.edu.
Sincerely,
Nathan Underwood, Licensed School Counselor, LPC, NCC
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Dear _____________
Congratulations! You have won a $250 Visa gift card. You completed the surveys associated
with the study, School Counselor Wellness as a Moderating Factor between Role Stress and
Self-Efficacy. Your email was randomly selected from the individuals who completed the study.
Please contact me at this email with information where to send the gift card.
Thank you for your time,
Nathan Underwood, School Counselor, M.A., LPC, NCC.
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02-Jul-2013
Nathan Underwood
Counseling, Adult and Higher Education
RE: Protocol # HS13-0242 "School counselor wellness as a moderating factor between role
stress and self-efficacy”
Dear Nathan Underwood,
Your application for institutional review of research involving human subjects was reviewed by
Institutional Review Board #2 on 27-Jun-2013 and it was determined that it meets the criteria
for exemption, as defined by the U. S. Department of Health and Human Services Regulations
for the Protection of Human Subjects, 45 CFR 46.101(b), 2
Although this research is exempt, you have responsibilities for the ethical conduct of the research
and must comply with the following:
Amendments: You are responsible for reporting any amendments or changes to your research
protocol that may affect the determination of exemption and/or the specific category. This may
result in your research no longer being eligible for the exemption that has been granted.
Record Keeping: You are responsible for maintaining a copy of all research related records in a
secure location, in the event future verification is necessary. At a minimum these documents
include: the research protocol, all questionnaires, survey instruments, interview questions and/or
data collection instruments associated with this research protocol, recruiting or advertising
materials, any consent forms or information sheets given to participants, all correspondence to or
from the IRB, and any other pertinent documents.
Please include the protocol number (HS13-0242) on any documents or correspondence sent to
the IRB about this study.
If you have questions or need additional information, please contact the Office of Research
Compliance and Integrity at 815-753-8588.
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5F-Wel Five Sample Items
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

I engage in a leisure activity in which I lose myself and feel like time stands still.
I am satisfied with how I cope with stress.
I eat a healthy amount of vitamins, minerals, and fiber each day.
I often see humor even when doing a serious task.
I am satisfied with the quality and quantity of foods in my diet.

Copyright © 2005 Jane E. Myers, Thomas J. Sweeney, & J. Melvin Witmer. All rights reserved.
This instrument may not be reproduced in any form without written permission of the publisher,
Mind Garden, Inc. www.mindgarden.com. Mind Garden is a trademark of Mind Garden, Inc.
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Role Questionnaire
Below are 14 statements that represent possible opinions you may have about working. Please
indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement by filling in the blank
with the number that best represents your point of view. Please choose from the following
answers:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Very False
False
Sometimes False
Maybe False/True
Sometimes True
True
Very True
1. I have to do things that should be done differently.
2. I receive an assignment without the manpower to complete it.
3. I have to buck a rule or policy in order to carry out an assignment.
4. I work with two or more groups who operate quite differently.
5. I receive incompatible requests from two or more people.
6. I do things that are apt to be accepted by one person and not accepted by others.
7. I receive an assignment without adequate resources and materials to execute it.
8. I work on unnecessary things
9. I feel certain about how much authority I have.
10. Clear, planned, goals and objectives for my job.
11. I know that I have divided my time properly.
12. I know what my responsibilities are.
13. I know exactly what is expected of me.
14. Explanation is clear of what has to be done.
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School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale
Below is a list of activities representing many school counselor responsibilities. Indicate your
confidence in your current ability to perform each activity by circling the appropriate answer
next to each item according to the scale defined below. Please answer each item based on one
current school, and based on how you feel now, not on your anticipated (or previous) ability or
school(s). Remember, this is not a test and there are no right answers.
Use the following scale:
1 = not confident,
2 = slightly confident,
3 = moderately confident,
4 = generally confident,
5 = highly confident.
Please circle the number that best represents your response for each item.
1. Advocate for integration of student academic, career, and personal
development into the mission of my school. (4)
2. Recognize situations that impact (both negatively and positively)
student learning and achievement. (4)
3. Analyze data to identify patterns of achievement and behavior that
contribute to school success. (2)
4. Advocate for myself as a professional school counselor and
articulate the purposes and goals of school counseling. (4)
5. Develop measurable outcomes for a school counseling program
which would demonstrate accountability. (2)
6. Consult and collaborate with teachers, staff, administrators, and
parents to promote student success. (4)
7. Establish rapport with a student for individual counseling. (4)
8. Function successfully as a small group leader. (1)
9. Effectively deliver suitable parts of the school counseling program
through large group meetings such as in classrooms. (4)
10. Conduct interventions with parents, guardians, and families in order
to resolve problems that impact students’ effectiveness and success.
(4)
11. Teach students how to apply time and task management skills. (3)
12. Foster understanding of the relationship between learning and work.
(3)
13. Offer appropriate explanations to students, parents, and teachers of
how learning styles affect school performance. (3)
14. Deliver age-appropriate programs through which students acquire
the skills needed to investigate the world of work. (3)
15. Implement a program which enables all students to make informed
career decisions. (3)

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

16. Teach students to apply problem-solving skills toward their
academic, personal, and career success. (3)
17. Evaluate commercially prepared material designed for school
counseling to establish their relevance to my school population. (1)
18. Model and teach conflict resolution skills. (1)
19. Ensure a safe environment for all students in my school. (1)
20. Change situations in which an individual or group treats others in a
disrespectful or harassing manner. (1)
21. Teach students to use effective communication skills with peers,
faculty, employers, family, etc. (1)
22. Follow ethical and legal obligations designed for school counselors.
(1)
23. Guide students in techniques to cope with peer pressure. (1)
24. Adjust my communication style appropriately to the age and
developmental levels of various students. (1)
25. Incorporate students’ developmental stages in establishing and
conducting the school counseling program. (1)
26. I can find some way of connecting and communicating with any
student in my school. (5)
27. Teach, develop and/or support students’ coping mechanisms for
dealing with crises in their lives – e.g., peer suicide, parent’s death,
abuse, etc. (1)
28. Counsel effectively with students and families from different
social/economic statuses. (5)
29. Understand the viewpoints and experiences of students and parents
who are from a different cultural background than myself. (5)
30. Help teachers improve their effectiveness with students. (2)
31. Discuss issues of sexuality and sexual orientation in an age
appropriate manner with students. (5)
32. Speak in front of large groups such as faculty or parent meetings. (4)
33. Use technology designed to support student successes and progress
through the educational process. (3)
34. Communicate in writing with staff, parents, and the external
community. (4)
35. Help students identify and attain attitudes, behaviors, and skills
which lead to successful learning. (1)
36. Select and implement applicable strategies to assess school-wide
issues. (2)
37. Promote the use of counseling and guidance activities by the total
school community to enhance a positive school climate. (2)
38. Develop school improvement plans based on interpreting schoolwide assessment results. (2)
39. Identify aptitude, achievement, interest, values, and personality
appraisal resources appropriate for specified situations and
populations. (2)

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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40. Implement a preventive approach to student problems. (2)
41. Lead school-wide initiatives which focus on ensuring a positive
learning environment. (2)
42. Consult with external community agencies that provide support
services for our students. (4)
43. Provide resources and guidance to school population in times of
crisis. (4)

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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Role Questionnaire Permission
RE: Permission to use "Role Questionnaire" Rizzo, House,
Litzman 1970 (SAGEPUB Feedback Form) [
ref:_00DA0CN1j._500A0Dbb8F:ref ]
1 message
Binur, Michelle <Michelle.Binur@sagepub.com> Wed, May 1, 2013 at 1:31 PM
To: "underwng@gmail.com" <underwng@gmail.com>
Dear Nathan,
Thank you for your request. Please consider this e-mail as permission to reprint the material as
detailed below in your upcoming dissertation. Please note that this permission does not cover any
3rd party material that may be found within the work. We do ask that you credit the original
source. Please contact us for any further usage.
Good luck with your dissertation,
Michelle Binur
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School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale
NATHAN UNDERWOOD <underwng@gmail.com> Thu, Jan 3, 2013 at 3:17 PM
To: nanboden@vt.edu
Hello Dr. Bodenhorn,
My name is Nathan Underwood and I'm a doctoral candidate at Northern Illinois University in
DeKalb, IL and I have also worked as a professional school counselor for the last 7 years. For
my dissertation proposal I see that we have similar interests in the roles of school counselors and
self-efficacy. Here is my current working title:
Wellness as a moderating factor between role stress and self-efficacy for high school counselors.
I'm writing to request permission to use your School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale in my
research?
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Sincerely,
Nathan Underwood
Bodenhorn, Nancy <nanboden@exchange.vt.edu> Mon, Jan 7, 2013 at 1:34 PM
To: NATHAN UNDERWOOD <underwng@gmail.com>
Hello Nathan, you have my permission to use the scale. Your study sounds very interesting.
I have attached two versions, one with the factor numbers that align with the factors identified in
the MECD article, and one without the numbers, which should be used with participants.
Good luck with your project!
Nancy
Nancy Bodenhorn
Associate Director, School of Education
Office of Academic Programs
Virginia Tech
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School Counselor Wellness as a Moderating Factor Between Role Stress and Self-Efficacy
Researcher: Nathan Underwood, school counselor, LPC, NCC, Department of Education,
Counselor Education and Supervision, Northern Illinois University
Dear Participant,
I would like to request your participation in a research dissertation project. This project will
examine the relationships between demographic information, role stress, self-efficacy, and
wellness of high school counselors. This form asks for your voluntary consent to participate in
this study as a research subject. Through the survey process counselors may reflect on their
experience and gain professional or personal insight.
The survey questions are designed to assess work role stress, school counselor self-efficacy, and
wellness. The questions are unlikely to cause emotional discomfort, but in the case this does
occur, you can simply discontinue the study. In the event that you experience any discomfort
from participating in this project, you may contact the University Counseling Center for
assistance at (815) 752-2383 or visit the Counseling Lab staff in Graham Hall, Room 416, (815)
753-9311.
It is important that you know and understand the following information before you agree to
participate in this project. If you have any questions, feel free to contact the researcher:
1. Your participation is voluntary. You may withdraw from this study at any time for any reason
and without consequences. If you decide not to participate, simply discontinue the survey.
2. Your identity and any personal information you provide will remain anonymous. No names
will be collected. All survey all data will be reported in an aggregated and anonymously (time
stamped only) in order to ensure that your identity is protected. In order to be entered for the
$250 Visa gift card drawing, an email must be provided. The emails will be separated from the
data collected and will only be used for the purpose of contacting the drawing winner. Emails
will be deleted after the drawing. Anonymous data will be retained by the researcher for further
analysis.
3. The 3 surveys and demographics information should take approximately 15-20 minutes of
your time to complete.
4. For further information about your rights as a research subject, you may contact Dr. Charles
Myers at (815) 753-7501 or the NIU Institutional Review Board chairperson, Professor
Henningsen can be reached at dhennin1@niu.edu, or by phone at (815) 753-7102. Professor
Peddle can be reached at mpeddle@niu.edu, or by phone at (815) 753-0942.
I agree to participate in this study School Counselor Wellness as a Moderating Factor Between
Role Stress and Self-Efficacy. I certify that I am a practicing high school counselor, I’m age 18 or
older, and I agree to volunteer to participate in this project. I understand that I can print out a
copy of this informed consent and retain for future reference. By completing and submitting this
survey the respondent is giving consent to participate in this study.
Thank you for your assistance.
Nathan Underwood

APPENDIX K
DEMOGRAPHICS

152
Demographics
If you would like to be entered into the $250 Visa gift card drawing... please enter email
__________________________________________________
Age ____
Gender __female ___male
Which state are do you work in? ____
Setting ___urban ___suburban ___rural
Years in field ___
Years in current position ___
Counseling department size ___
Are you a member of a professional school counseling organization?
State ___
ASCA ___
Both ___
Other ___
Do you define your primary role as a school counselor as an educator or mental health
professional?
primarily mental health
educator

1

2

3

4

5

primarily

Do you feel your training prepared you for being a school counselor?
not very well

1

2

3

4

5

very well

Have your school counselor roles remained consistent from year to year?
not very consistent

1

2

3

4

5

very consistent

5

very likely

Do you plan to remain a school counselor for the next 5 years?
not very likely

1

2

3

4
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